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Behold, days are coming — says the Lord God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the Lord. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and business people 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Haskamot 

Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 
Acknowledgments 

Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 
Preface by the Executive Editor 
Introduction by the Publisher 
Introduction to Yoma 

Yoma 

Common Acronyms 

Index of Background 

Index of Language 

Index of Personalities 


Image Credits 


Contents 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Haskama 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 


Laced Tee a ne 


Ais Mi ora a 


i TE en NM nn — ee 
Peewee MPS on 
SS 2 See PAREN D 


SEE e Mies ear eaiiece ure lnes ye 
dss i a WENT 
Pie Poa N T: Mil 


Wager TI?77 z 


TYI UTED PUR WTI 1187 0I bw Sepa $57" f Pitk taa 
Fiat aa veng a9" AZI N-ržCik Ve Gere pliers wae 
Thad aS piaz agar misste YF Yrga inaa Ye Wate 74 
Btw tte SUR wind ete wid Pieta FIR rudos qa tng 


rag DID DAT Thak Baali J Lae ite vote aeea aheqa Fe 
me yatponm ria ates =n] ralis 04170110 atab araya >h 
“iie qr pa ey noeaah narat Gest pnta Saip aged 
WUTREot Wen mi kw Lands FOpPAT CTIA ENBIAT WED ethan 


TIAMA utd pines pws Qk RATA 197701 esta wirt 


Jerie 117R 153953 i ee ee a ek ie 


SUMS Grit arse apse ATT ane 401790 177 oh 


.a"20M ite paint 'r 


9773 RIDA 7112F Cine FF Psu aT tpi 


PR thea tts Ice 


... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan, 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design of its very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5772 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish edu- 
cation in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students 
sustain themselves in dignity,’ providing both professional and vocational training 
for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think of a 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a 
phenomenon of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon 
are many, and include the availability of a wide array of translations, com- 
mentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud 
into modern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product 
of a lifetime of intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its 
uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend 
the Hebrew, even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who 
wishes to access this instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Barli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the 
answer to those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advi- 
sory staff, and Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been 
designated editor-in-chief of this important project, and to have worked 
in close collaboration with a team of translators and proofreaders, artists 
and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation 
that has all the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, 
and provides assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain 
the necessary skills to become an adept talmudist. 


This is the ninth volume of the project, tractate Yoma. It includes the entire 
original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed 
Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text 
with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It 
also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully 
based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its 
graphic design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with 
a page-size block of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic 
units. Thus, readers can focus their attention and absorb each discrete 
discussion before proceeding to the next unit. The design of each page 
allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task of reading. The 
illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edition, 
have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved 
through the dedicated work ofa large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua 
Schreier, and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and 
the gifted staff at Koren. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 

Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to 
work with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 

Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 

Jerusalem 5772 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the mishna’s use 
of the term or rather than the standard term leil when referring to the evening of the 
fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphemism 
and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the impor- 
tance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and requires a 
less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when the choice is 
between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rav Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While explaining 
often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting the reader to 
study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the reader’s place. We 
have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the Koren Talmud Bavli. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
of the project in the able hands of Dena Landowne Bailey, constitutes the publishing 
side of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark 
of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavii its 
outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason Rapoport, 
managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor; and Rabbi Avishai Ma- 
gence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been and continues 
to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors and copy editors have ensured that this 
project adheres to the highest standards. 
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looked. On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora 
Ifrah. On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi 
Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu 
Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, 
is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for 
introducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi 
Menachem Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move 
forward in this great enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for great clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Noé and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — to 
visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview for the English- 
speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered by Rabbi 
Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to pro- 
ceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 
approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction to Yoma 


Tractate Yoma deals with the Day, that unique day of the year, Yom Kippur. It stands 
apart from all other days of the year as a time of special sanctity that exceeds the 
sanctity of all other Festivals. Yom Kippur is the day when reality transcends stan- 
dard boundaries and conventions, as it is stated in the Torah: “For on this day shall 
atonement be made for you, to purify you; from all your sins shall you be purified 
before the Lord” (Leviticus 16:30). It is the Festival celebrating the elimination ofall 
flaws and transgressions and a return to the initial state of purity. 


When Yom Kippur was observed in its fullest sense, it was a day on which the three 

sublime sanctities, the sanctity of time, the sanctity of place, and the sanctity of man, 
would converge: The sanctity of time, as this day was established as the day of puri- 
fication and absolution for transgressions; the sanctity of place, as “once each year” 
(Leviticus 16:34) the sacred Temple service was performed in the most sacred place, 
the Holy of Holies, where it is prohibited for any person to enter under any other 
circumstances; and the sanctity of humanity, as the Temple service is performed on 

this day exclusively by the High Priest, the most sanctified person in the congrega- 
tion of Israel. 


The convergence of these three sanctities is the primary activity on Yom Kippur, as 
itis described in the Bible, the Mishna, and the Talmud. Therefore, most of the mat- 
ters addressed in tractate Yoma pertain to the sacred Temple service, the numerous 
and complex offerings sacrificed on that day, and the preparation and service of the 
High Priest. Consequently, most of the subject matter in this tractate belongs in 
the talmudic order of Kodashim, in terms of the problems raised and in terms of its 
unique methodology. Only a relatively small section of tractate Yoma addresses the 
halakhot of Yom Kippur that relate to the entire Jewish people. 


The halakhot of offerings comprise a significant portion of the Torah, and likewise 
Kodashim, an entire order of the six orders of the Mishna and Talmud, is devoted to 
those matters. The significance of the sacrificial service in the Temple is so great that 
the Sages have said that it is one of the pillars upon which the world stands (Avot 
1:2). Although the offerings ceased with the destruction of the Temple, they are still 
significant and central in Judaism. The offerings are special mitzvot that facilitate 
drawing nearer to God. All the types of offerings, despite the many differences 
between them, manifest the close relationship between man and his Creator. 


The convergence of the person bringing the offering, the priest who sacrifices it, 
and the altar, which represents the presence of God and His participation in the 
offering, constitute the connection between man and God, symbolized by their 
partnership in the offering. There are some offerings, e.g., those that atone for sin, 
where the person who sacrifices the offering provides only the sacrifice and presents 


it as an expression of regret and appeasement. With these offerings, the blood of the 
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sacrifice, which symbolizes its soul, “for the blood is the soul” (Deuteronomy 12:23), 
is sprinkled on the altar and the meat is eaten by the priests. There are other offerings, 
e.g., peace-offerings, where the person who brings the offering, the priests, and the 
altar unite in a type of celebratory feast of peace and unity. The sacrificial service 
is a completely symbolic form of worship, and very few of the symbols are clearly 
understood. However, each component and ritual in that service is a refined act of 
intimacy and participation. 


Practically speaking, the structure of the Temple was most complex, to enable it to 
fulfill its numerous roles. However, its general blueprint was already found in the Tent 
of Meeting in the wilderness. The two Temples, the First Temple and the Second 
Temple, were greater than the Tent of Meeting only in terms of their size and com- 
plexity. The epicenter of the Temple was the Holy of Holies, in which the Ark of the 
Covenant was located. On it were the Ark cover and the cherubs, symbolizing God’s 
seat within mundane worldly existence. The Holy of Holies is the inner sanctum, 
the place where the Divine Presence resides. Outside of it is the Sanctuary, whose 
structure represents an interior room in a house, with a table on which is arranged 
the shewbread, the candelabrum for illumination, and the incense altar. Outside the 
Sanctuary is the Temple courtyard, where the outer altar is located. It serves as an 
entrance and reception area, and it is there that the Jewish people came to sacrifice 
their offerings and pray. 


The Yom Kippur service is performed in all of these areas. However, its essence and its 
primary element is the entrance of the High Priest into the Holy of Holies to burn the 
incense and sprinkle the sacrificial blood, to atone for and purify the Jewish people 
once each year. The preparations for the entrance of the High Priest into the inner 
sanctum, his purification, his special garments, and the offerings he sacrifices on his 
behalf and on behalf of the congregation of Israel, all these are the components of the 
Yom Kippur service. The service culminates with the atonement for and purification 
from all sin, iniquity, and transgression. 


The two aspects of purification and atonement are intertwined. On the one hand, 
the High Priest, who is the agent of the Jewish people, ascends to the highest level 
of sanctity and reaches the inner sanctum. On the other hand, sin and iniquity are 
removed and cast away from the Jewish people. The ritual that symbolizes these 
two aspects of atonement reaches its climax in the service of the two Yom Kippur 
goats. In this service, twin goats are brought to participate in a lottery. One of them 
expresses the sublime purifying sanctity, and its blood is brought into the Holy of 
Holies, while the other, which symbolizes all the sins and iniquities of the Jewish 
people, is sent away outside the Temple, outside the settled area to the wilderness, 
to Azazel. It is cast from one of the cliffs in the wilderness, symbolizing the casting 
away of all sins and iniquities to their source, “the waste and howling wilderness” 
(Deuteronomy 32:10). 


The backdrop to all these rituals in the Temple, the participation of the entire Jewish 
people, their preparation for this day of purification and atonement, is the Sabbath of 
solemn rest [Shabbat shabbaton], a day of rest from all labor, a day without eating or 
drinking, a day of abstaining from all the pleasures of this world. It is a day when the 
entire people transcends the constraints of daily life and involves itself in preparation 
for the atonement provided by God. 
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Fundamentally, the tractate is arranged chronologically in describing the sacred Yom 
Kippur service, from the preparations for that service until its conclusion, with the 
final chapter addressing the halakhot of Yom Kippur that pertain to all of Israel. This 
is the order of its chapters: 


Chapter One deals with the preparations of the High Priest for Yom Kippur, begin- 
ning seven days beforehand until the start of the service on the morning of Yom 
Kippur. 


Chapter Two discusses the order of the morning Temple service. 


Chapter Three describes the morning Temple service as it was performed on Yom 
Kippur and the remaining preparations for service, until the confession recited over 
the bull of the High Priest. 


Chapter Four discusses the lottery of the goat to God and the scapegoat, the second 
confession and the slaughter of the bull of the High Priest, and the raking of coals 
from the altar. 


Chapter Five deals with taking the handful of the incense and bringing it into the 
Holy of Holies, the slaughter of the goats, and the sprinkling of the blood in the Holy 
of Holies and the Sanctuary. 


Chapter Six describes the great care invested in keeping the order of the sacrificial 
service and correcting errors in performance of that service, the confession, and the 
dispatch of the scapegoat. 


Chapter Seven discusses the Torah reading, the performance of the remainder of 
the day’s offerings, and the end of the service until the conclusion of Yom Kippur. 


Chapter Eight deals with the laws of the fast and the prohibition against performing 
labor, as well as the repentance and atonement involved on Yom Kippur. 
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And you shall not go out from the opening of the Tent 
of Meeting seven days, until the days of your consecra- 
tion be fulfilled; for He shall consecrate you seven days. 
As has been done this day, so the Lord has commanded 
to do, to make atonement for you. 

(Leviticus 8:33-34) 


And the Lord said unto Moses: Speak unto Aaron 
your brother, that he come not at all times into the 
Sanctuary within the veil, before the Ark cover which 
is upon the Ark; that he die not; for I appear in the 
cloud above the Ark cover. 

(Leviticus 16:2) 


And the glory of the Lord abode upon Mount Sinai 
and the cloud covered him six days, and He called to 
Moses on the seventh day from the midst of the cloud 


(Exodus 24:16) 


The sacred Yom Kippur service is enormous in scope and places great responsibility 
on the shoulders of the High Priest. He performs the entire Temple service, includ- 
ing numerous rites that are typically performed by an entire patrilineal family of 
priests. Furthermore, on this day, the High Priest enters the inner sanctum, the Holy 
of Holies. He goes behind the curtain and performs the most sublime of services, 
unique to this day. 


Clearly, it was necessary to prepare the High Priest for Yom Kippur. The Sages de- 
rived the nature of the preparations from the preparations for the dedication of the 
Tabernacle in the wilderness, when the original priests, Aaron and his sons, were 
trained for the priesthood. They were commanded to remain in the Tabernacle for all 
seven days of their inauguration and to perform all the services that they were going 
to perform in the future. The Sages also learned about the Yom Kippur preparations 
from other instances of preparing to enter into sanctity. 


The need to prepare the High Priest for Yom Kippur became more crucial during 
the Second Temple period. Ideally, the High Priest should be a righteous Torah 
luminary. However, circumstances during that period led to a situation in which the 
High Priest did not always meet these expectations. Often the High Priest was not 
sufficiently expert in the Temple service. At times he was inclined to follow deviant 
sects that advocated altering the standard ritual procedures. This reality forced the 
Sages to institute several ordinances designed to familiarize the priest with the service 
and accustom him to its performance, in order to ensure that he perform the service 
appropriately, down to the most minute details. 


The focus of this chapter is the preparations performed prior to Yom Kippur to train 
the High Priest for the service of the day. These preparations began seven days before 
Yom Kippur and continued until the start of the service on the day itself. 
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days" pri : h 
MI S HNA Seven days" prior to Yom p e Sages 


would remove the High Priest," who per- 
forms the entire Yom Kippur service, from his house to the Cham- 
ber of Parhedrin,' a room in the Temple designated specifically 
for the High Priest during that period. And they would designate 
another priest" in his stead to replace him lest a disqualification 
due to impurity or another circumstance beyond his control prevent 
him from entering the Temple on Yom Kippur. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The Sages would even designate another wife 
for him lest his wife die, as it is stated in the Torah portion of the 
Yom Kippur service: “And it will atone for him and for his house” 
(Leviticus 16:6); the Sages interpreted the term: His house, that is 
his wife. The priest must be married in order to fulfill this command- 
ment. Due to the concern lest his wife die, another wife was desig- 
nated to address that possibility. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: 
If so, that this is a concern, there is no end to the matter, as what if 
the designated replacement wife dies? This possibility need not be a 


source of concern. 
G E M A The halakha of sequestering the High Priest 
prior to his performance of the Temple ser- 
vice on Yom Kippur is comparable to the sequestering of the priest 
designated to burn the red heifer. Therefore, the Gemara cites that 
which we learned in a mishna there, in tractate Para: Seven days 
prior to the burning of the red heifer, the Sages would remove the 
priest who burns the heifer from his house to the chamber that 
was before the bira at the northeast corner of the courtyard on the 
Temple Mount." And that chamber was called the Chamber of the 
Stone House. The Gemara explains: And why was it called the 
Chamber of the Stone House?" It is because all the actions associ- 
ated with the red heifer were performed in dung vessels," stone 
vessels, and earth vessels, which are vessels that cannot become 
ritually impure. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that they were so stringent 
with regard to the purity of the heifer? The Gemara explains: It is 
since a priest who immersed that day is fit for service and may 
perform the ritual of the heifer after immersion, even before sunset, 
as we learned in a mishna: They would intentionally render the 
priest who burns the heifer ritually impure” and immerse him 
immediately, to remove a misconception from the hearts of the 
Sadducees" by means ofa public display of disregard for their ruling. 
As the Sadducees would say: Only by those for whom the sun set 
was the heifer ritual performed. The Sadducees believed that it is 
prohibited for priests who began the purification process with im- 
mersion during that day to burn the red heifer until sunset, when the 
purification process is completed. 


HALAKHA 


Seven days prior to Yom Kippur the Sages would remove 
the High Priest — yi> por Dna OW atip oy? nyaw 
bina: Seven days before Yom Kippur the High Priest is removed 
from his house to a chamber in the Temple. This is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. A replacement priest is desig- 
nated in his stead to perform the service in case the High Priest 
is disqualified due to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 13). 


Sequestering the priest who burns the heifer — jja nw157 
mI ny gyw: Seven days prior to burning the red heifer, the 
priest who burns it is sequestered. This is a halakha transmit- 
ted to Moses from Sinai. He is relocated to a chamber in the 
northeast corner of the Temple, to reinforce that the status of 
the heifer is like that of a sin-offering, which is slaughtered in 
the north. In the Mishne LeMelekh it is noted that the Rambam’s 


ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish cited 
in the Gemara, although the halakha is not typically ruled in 
accordance with his opinion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 2:1-3). 


They would intentionally render the priest...ritually im- 
pure — {71317 97 pawn: During the Second Temple period the 
practice was to render the priest who was to burn the red heifer 
ritually impure by contact with a primary source of impurity, 
e.g., a dead creeping animal. He would then immerse before 
engaging in the burning of the heifer. This was done to discredit 
the claim of the Sadducees, who, based on their rejection of 
the Oral Law, claimed that the priests may perform the ritual 
only in a state of absolute ritual purity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:14). 


NOTES 


Order of the tractate - napa bw AV: The mishnayot in 
tractate Yoma are arranged i in chronological order. The trac- 
tate begins seven days prior to Yom Kippur with the seques- 
tering of the High Priest and his preparation for the service 
on Yom Kippur. It then moves on to Yom Kippur eve and the 
night and day of Yom Kippur. The tractate opens with the 
number of days prior to Yom Kippur that the preparations 
begin (see Tosafot) to underscore the order of the events 
(Ohel Moshe; Rabbi Yosef, son of Rabbi Raphael). 


And they would designate another priest - yi> b ppan 
an: Although the replacement priest was not removed 
from his home, as there was a separate concern that pre- 
cluded keeping the High Priest and his replacement in the 
same place (Jerusalem Talmud), apparently the designation 
process did involve fitting him with the priestly vestments 
for Yom Kippur, so that they would be available if the need 
arose (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


And why was it called the Chamber of the Stone House — 
12X7 ma naw) srw repo mad: Given that many of the Tem- 
ple chambers were built of : stone, apparently it was not 
named for its building materials, but rather for its function 
(Siah Yitzhak). 


Dung [gelalim] vessels - obs Dp: Rashi and most early 
commentaries explain that these are vessels made of dried 
cow dung. Some commentaries do not interpret gelalim as 
referring to dung; rather, they explain that it refers to a vessel 
made of great unshaped stones [even galal] (see Ezra 5:8; Rab- 
beinu Hananel; Rashi on Shabbat 16b, and others). 


They would intentionally render the priest. ..ritually im- 
pure — piam 91 paw: See Tosafot, where it is explained that 
they would not render him ritually impure by Torah law, but 
would place their hands on his head, telling him: Descend 
and immerse. Due to their touch, he became ritually impure 
by rabbinic decree. Rashi in tractate Hagiga and the Rambam 
in his Commentary on the Mishna explain that they would 
render him ritually impure by means of contact with a creep- 
ing animal, which transmits impurity by Torah law. 


To remove from the hearts of the Sadducees — jan wyi 
ppiTs by: Although the Sages hold that one for whom he 
sun has set on the evening following his immersion is permit- 
ted to perform the ritual, and indeed one could assert that 
waiting for sunset would facilitate a more profound fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva, doing so would reinforce the claim of the 
Sadducees. Therefore, there was a concerted effort to publicly 
demonstrate that the Sadducees’opinion did not prevail. The 
dispute centered on the interpretation of the verse in the 
Torah that discusses the red heifer: “And a man who is pure 
shall gather the ashes of the heifer” (Numbers 19:9). The Sad- 
ducees held that the man must be pure of all ritual impurity, 
while the Sages maintain that it is sufficient if he is pure with 
regard to a specific matter, e.g., eating second tithe (see the 
commentary of Rav Shimshon of Saens on tractate Para 3:7). 


LANGUAGE 
Parhedrin — pya: From the Greek mapedpot, paredroi, 
meaning appointees, primarily over taxation, military aides, 
and the like. 


BACKGROUND 

Earth vessels — 721% bp: It should be noted that earthen- 
ware vessels, which do become ritually impure by Torah law, 
are also technically earth vessels. Why, then, do earth vessels 
not become impure? The difference is based on the materials 
used in fashioning the vessel and the methods of processing 
it. Earthenware vessels and earth vessels are made of different 
kinds of earth; furthermore, earthenware vessels are fired in 
a furnace, whereas earth vessels are merely dried in the sun 
(see Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 
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NOTES 

So that the ritual of the red heifer will have a dis- 
tinctive indicator - KY] ay nat: The priest must 
slaughter the red heifer and sprinkle its blood for its 
own sake. Although it is slaughtered on the Mount of 
Olives and not in the Temple, and therefore might not 
be considered an integral part of the Temple service, 
if it is not performed for its own sake, it is disqualified 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


From where are these matters derived? — 37 x2 
son: This should have been the first question posed 
in the Gemara. Why does the Gemara instead begin 
by citing the mishna with regard to the red heifer? The 
halakha cited in the mishna could have been under- 
stood even without a Torah source, as it is reasonable 
hat the High Priest, whose service atones for all of the 
Jewish people, would be sequestered from the people 
o sanctify himself for the Yom Kippur service. However, 
once the Gemara has established that the priest who 
burns the red heifer is also sequestered, where there 
is no such consideration, the Gemara seeks a Torah 
source (Penei Yehoshua). 
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That mishna continues: Since they would intentionally render the priest 
who burned the heifer ritually impure, the Sages in turn instituted the 

stringencies of utilizing dung vessels, stone vessels, and earth vessels, 
which do not have the capacity to become ritually impure, lest people 

come to treat the ritual with contempt and perform it in ritual impu- 
rity after seeing that the red heifer ritual was performed by one who 

immersed that day. 


Apropos the mishna in tractate Para, the Gemara asks: What is different 
about the chamber located in the northeast corner of the Temple 
courtyard that led the Sages to house the priest performing the red 
heifer ritual specifically in that chamber? The Gemara answers: It is 
different since it is a sin-offering, as the red heifer is referred to as a 
sin-offering in the Torah, and the slaughter and sprinkling of the blood 
of a sin-offering must be performed north of the altar; and since it is 
written with regard to the red heifer: “And sprinkle it before the open- 
ing of the Tent of Meeting” (Numbers 19:4), and before the Tent of 
Meeting means on its eastern side. Therefore, the Sages established a 
chamber in the northeast so that the ritual of the red heifer will have 
a distinctive indicator;" this will cause the administering priest to be 
vigilant in its performance. 


The Gemara asks with regard to the terminology of the mishna: What 
is the meaning of the term bira cited there? Rabba bar bar Hana said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: There was a place on the Temple Mount 
and its name is bira, and the Chamber of the Stone House was adjacent 
to it. And Reish Lakish said: The entire Temple is called bira, as it is 
stated in the prayer of David: “To Solomon my son grant a wholesome 
heart, to observe your commandments, your admonitions, and your 
statutes, to fulfill them all, and to build the bira for which I have made 
provision” (1 Chronicles 29:19). 


§ With regard to the halakhot of sequestering the High Priest prior to 
performance of the Yom Kippur service, and of sequestering the priest 
designated to burn the heifer prior to performance of the red heifer 
ritual, the Gemara asks: From where in the Torah are these matters 
derived?" Rav Minyomi bar Hilkiya said that Rabbi Mahseya bar Idi 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said they are derived from Aaron and his sons, 
who remained in the Tabernacle for seven days prior to performing the 
service in the Tabernacle on the eighth day of their inauguration, as the 
verse states: “As has been done this day, so the Lord has commanded 
to do, to make atonement for you” (Leviticus 8:34.), meaning that this 
mitzva of sequestering was not limited to the days prior to the dedica- 
tion of the Tabernacle; rather, it applies to future generations as well. 
The verse is interpreted homiletically: “To do”; these are the actions 
performed in the burning of the red heifer for which the priest perform- 
ing the ritual is sequestered seven days in advance; “to make atone- 
ment”; these are the actions performed on Yom Kippur, before which 
the High Priest is sequestered seven days. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, the entire verse is not established as refer- 
ring exclusively to the red heifer, as: “To atone,” is written, and the 

heifer is not capable of facilitating atonement; rather, it facilitates 

ritual purity. Rather, say that the entire verse is written with regard 

to Yom Kippur, as the rites performed to achieve atonement on Yom 

Kippur are similar to those performed during the days of the inaugura- 
tion. What, then, is the source for sequestering the priest who is to 

perform the red heifer ritual? 


The Sages say in response: Derive it from a verbal analogy between the 
terms commanded and commanded. It is stated here, with regard to 
the days of the inauguration: “The Lord commanded to do,’ and it is 
stated there, with regard to the red heifer: “This is the statute of the 
Torah that the Lord commanded, saying” (Numbers 19:2). Just as the 
term commanded there refers to the heifer, so too here, the phrase: 
“The Lord commanded to do” written in the context of the days of the 
inauguration refers to the heifer. And just as here, with regard to the 
inauguration, there is the principle of sequestering prior to performing 
the service, so too there, in the context of the halakhot of the heifer, 
sequestering is required prior to performance of the mitzva. 
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The Gemara asks: And say that there is indeed a verbal analogy; however, 
it is not between the red heifer and the inauguration of the priests, but 
between the term commanded in the context of the inauguration and the 
term commanded in the context of Yom Kippur, as it is written: “And 
this will be an everlasting statute for you, to atone for the children of 
Israel for all their sins once a year; and he did as the Lord commanded 
Moses” (Leviticus 16:34). In that case, only the sequestering prior to Yom 
Kippur can be derived. The Gemara rejects this, as a verbal analogy is 
derived only between functionally similar phrases. One derives com- 
manded that is stated before performance, as in the portion of the heif- 
er, from commanded that is stated before performance in the portion 
of the inauguration; and one does not derive commanded that is stated 
after performance in the portion of Yom Kippur from commanded that 
is stated before performance. 


Again the Gemara asks: And say that there is a verbal analogy between 
the term commanded in the context of the inauguration and the term 
commanded with regard to offerings, as it is written: “On the day that 
He commanded [tzavoto] the children of Israel to sacrifice their offer- 
ings” (Leviticus 7:38). The result would be that any priest sacrificing 
a communal offering would require sequestering for seven days. The 
Gemara rejects this: One derives the term commanded from the identi- 
cal term commanded, and one does not derive the term that he com- 
manded [tzavoto] from the term commanded [ tziva]." 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: What is the practical difference between 
the two terms? Didn't the school of Rabbi Yishmael teach a verbal anal- 
ogy with regard to leprosy of houses between the verse: “And the priest 
shall return [veshav]” (Leviticus 14:39) and the verse: “And the priest 
shall come [uva]” (Leviticus 14:44)?" From that verbal analogy it is de- 
rived that this is the halakha with regard to returning, i.e. it is after seven 
days; and this is the same halakha with regard to coming, i.e., it is also 
after seven days. Obviously, the less pronounced difference in grammatical 
forms between tziva and tzavoto should not prevent the teaching of a 
verbal analogy. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: This applies only where there are no 
terms that are identical to it; however, where there are terms that are 
identical to it, we derive the verbal analogy from terms that are identical 
to it, rather than from terms that are merely similar. 


§ The Gemara analyzes the verbal analogy from which the sequestering 
of the High Priest is derived. The Gemara states with regard to the phrase 
“to make atonement,” written in the context of the inauguration: These 
are the actions performed on Yom Kippur. The Gemara suggests: And 
say that it refers to the atonement of offerings in general, such that any 
priest engaged in sacrificing atonement offerings must be sequestered 
seven days beforehand. 


NOTES 


And one does not derive the term that he commanded [tzavoto] 
from the term commanded [tziva] — m% imax’ pyt px: Many 
have asked: Doesn't the same verse that speaks of offerings begin 
with the words: That the Lord commanded [tziva] Moses on Mount 
Sinai,in which case the verbal analogy could be derived from two 
identical terms? One resolution explains that tziva in that verse 
refers to the offerings of an individual, while tzavoto refers to com- 
munal offerings. Since the Gemara here is dealing specifically with 
communal offerings (see Rashi and Siah Yitzhak) it is clear why the 
derivation was attempted from that section of the verse (Derekh 
HaMelekh; see Rashash; Eshkol HaKofer; and others). 


And the priest shall return, and the priest shall come - aW) 
{1377 x 737: These verses address the halakhot of leprosy of 
the house. The verses might lead one to the conclusion that if 
the priest comes in the second week after the initial discovery 
of the leprosy and finds that the leprosy has spread on the walls 
of the house, he would order the demolition of the house. How- 
ever, based on the verbal analogy, it is derived that the priest con- 
ducts himself in the second week as he did in the first week; in 
other words, he orders the affected area cut and that area of the 
wall plastered. The house is then quarantined for another week 
(see Meri). 
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BACKGROUND 

Priestly watch and patrilineal family - ma nyawa 
ax: From ancient times, dating back to the reign of 
King David, the priests were divided into twenty-four 
watches (see | Chronicles 24:1-18). This division was 
maintained in the Second Temple era, although it was 
necessary to redivide the four priestly watches that 
returned from Babylonia into twenty-four watches. 
Each watch was divided into six. Once every twenty- 
our weeks each watch would travel to Jerusalem and 
serve in the Temple. On the three pilgrim Festivals all of 
he watches would congregate in Jerusalem to serve 
in the Temple, due to the greater workload on the 
Festivals. Typically, each patrilineal family that consti- 
uted the watch would serve on a set day of the week, 
with another family assigned to assist if the workload 
became onerous. Accordingly, most patrilineal families 
served in the Temple two days a year in addition to 
he Festivals. 


NOTES 


From a matter that is performed once a year - 7373 
mwa Nx oya aia: This expression refers to the inau- 
guration; however, it is imprecise, since the inaugura- 
tion is not performed annually. A more precise formu- 
lation would be: When an inauguration is performed, 
e.g. the dedication of the Tabernacle, the First Temple, 
dedicated by Solomon, and the Second Temple, it is 
performed only once that year (Ritva). 


And if you say we do not know - Yy xb KIN: In 
some instances, when relating to a verse that could be 
referring to either of two cases, the conclusion drawn 
by the halakhic midrash is to derive both. Doing so 
here would lead to the conclusion that sequestering 
is performed twice a year, contrary to the point of the 
Gemara. Here, though, it could be understood that 
the Gemara merely raises both possibilities, and ulti- 
mately Sukkot was preferred since its greater number 
of offerings render it more similar than Passover to the 
inauguration ceremony (Siah Yitzhak). 
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The Gemara seeks to reject this suggestion from a practical perspective. 
Do we know in advance which priest will happen to sacrifice a given 

offering, and who would consequently require sequestering? The Sages 

say: Why not? There are certainly ways to do so. Each of the twenty-four 
priestly watches has set weeks during which it serves in the Temple, and 

the patrilineal families that constitute that watch have set days during 

that week on which each serves in the Temple. We could require seques- 
tering for the entire patrilineal family of the priestly watch designated 

to serve on that day the following week.” The Gemara rejects the sugges- 
tion that all priests should be sequestered prior to sacrificing an atonement 

offering. We derive a matter that has a fixed time during the year, Yom 

Kippur, from a matter that also has a fixed time, the inauguration of the 

priests for service in the Tabernacle, to the exclusion of offerings that are 

sacrificed every day. 


Again the Gemara asks: And say that one derives from the phrase “to make 

atonement” the principle of sequestering prior to sacrificing atonement 
offerings on the Festivals, which have fixed times. The Gemara rejects this: 
We derive a matter that is performed once a year, the service of Yom 
Kippur, from a matter that is performed once a year," like the inaugura- 
tion, which was a one-time event, to the exclusion of the service on the 
Festivals, which is not performed once a year; rather, it is performed 
three times a year. 


The Gemara asks: And say that the service on one Festival of the three, 
which is performed once a year, should require sequestering. And if you 
say: We do not know" which of them is the most significant and requires 
sequestering, since one could suggest that it is Passover, with which 
the verse opened, as the Torah always lists it first among the Festivals; or 
one could suggest that it is Sukkot, since its mitzva is to bring numerous 
offerings, many more than the number brought on the other Festivals. 


Rather, the Gemara rejects this possibility and explains: One derives 
sequestering for seven days prior to performing a service for one day, 
Yom Kippur, from sequestering for seven days prior to performing a 
service for one day, the inauguration. And one does not derive seques- 
tering for seven days prior to performing a service for seven days, a 
Festival, from sequestering for seven days prior to performing a service 
for one day, the inauguration. Therefore, atonement offerings on Festivals 
are not derived from the inauguration. 


The Gemara asks: And say that the sequestering for seven days is prior to 
the festival of the Eighth Day of Assembly, as that would also be seques- 
tering for seven days prior to performing a service for one day. The Ge- 
mara rejects this: One derives a matter before which there is not sanc- 
tity, Yom Kippur, which is preceded by weekdays, from a matter before 
which there is not sanctity, the day of the inauguration, which was also 
preceded by weekdays. And we do not derive a matter before which 
there is sanctity, the Eighth Day of Assembly, which is preceded by the 

seven days of Sukkot, from a matter before which there is not sanctity. 


The Gemara challenges this: And is it not an a fortiori inference? Now, if 
a matter before which there is not sanctity requires sequestering, due 

to its sanctity, then with regard to a matter before which there is sanc- 
tity, all the more so is it not clear that it should require sequestering? Rav 
Mesharshiyya said in rejection of this challenge: No, there is no a fortiori 

inference here, as the verse: “As has been done this day, so the Lord has 

commanded to do, to make atonement for you” (Leviticus 8:34), is writ- 
ten to emphasize specifically a day like this day; precisely as it was for the 

inauguration, and not in any other situation. 


Rav Ashi said: There is another reason why it could not be that sequester- 
ing is required prior to the Eighth Day of Assembly. Is there any matter 
where the primary Festival, the first day of Sukkot, does not require 

sequestering, as was already proven, while that which is secondary to it 
requires sequestering? Since the Eighth Day of Assembly is an addendum 
to Sukkot, could its sanctity and stringency be greater than that which is 

associated with the primary Festival? And even according to the one who 

said: The Eighth Day of Assembly is a Festival in and of itself and is not 
part of the festival of Sukkot, that applies only to the matter of 
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Peh, zayin, reish, kuf, shin, beit," an acronym for: Lottery [payis], as 
a new lottery is performed on that day to determine which priests 
will sacrifice the offerings that day, and the order established on 
Sukkot does not continue; the blessing of time [zeman]: Who has 
given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time, is recited just 
as it is recited at the start of each Festival; Festival [regel], as it is 
considered a Festival in and of itself and there is no mitzva to reside 
in the sukka (see Tosafot); offering [korban], as the number of offer- 
ings sacrificed on the Eighth Day is not a continuation of the number 
offered on Sukkot but is part of a new calculation; song [shira], as 
the Psalms recited by the Levites as the offerings were sacrificed on 
the Eighth Day are not a continuation of those recited on Sukkot; 
blessing [berakha], as the addition to the third blessing of Grace 
after Meals and in the Amida prayer (see Tosafot) is phrased differ- 
ently than the addition recited on Sukkot. 


However, despite all these differences, with regard to compensa- 
tion for failure to sacrifice the Festival offerings at the earliest op- 
portunity, everyone agrees that it is a day of compensation for ob- 
ligations not met during the first Festival, as didn’t we learn in the 
mishna: One who did not celebrate" on the first Festival day of 
Sukkot by sacrificing the Festival offering may celebrate and sacrifice 
the Festival offering throughout the whole Festival in its entirety, 
including the last Festival day of the festival of Sukkot. Apparently, 
the Eighth Day of Assembly is considered the last Festival day of 
Sukkot and is appended to it with regard to its obligations. 


The Gemara challenges further: And say that the priest should be 
sequestered before the festival of Shavuot, which is a Festival pre- 
ceded by weekdays, as there too it is a matter of sequestering of 
seven days for one day. Rabbi Abba said: There is a distinction 
between the inauguration and Shavuot, as one derives an instance 
where the obligatory offering is one bull and one ram, Yom Kippur, 
from an instance where the obligatory offering is one bull and one 
ram," the inauguration, to the exclusion of Shavuot, when they are 
two rams that are offered. 


The Gemara challenges: This works out well according to the one 
who said that the obligatory offering on Yom Kippur is one ram; 
however, according to the one who said that they are two rams that 
are sacrificed on Yom Kippur, what is there to say? According to 
that opinion, Yom Kippur is not comparable to the inauguration. As 
it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: One ram is 
the one that is mentioned here; as it is written: “With this Aaron 
will come into the Sanctuary, with a young bull for a sin-offering and 
a ram for a burnt-offering” (Leviticus 16:3), and it is the same one 
that is mentioned in the book of Numbers: “And on the tenth day 
of the seventh month you will have a sacred gathering when you will 
afflict your souls; you will not do any labor, and you will offer a 
burnt-offering to the Lord for a sweet aroma: One young bull, one 

m...” (Numbers 29:7-8). Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
says: They are two rams offered on Yom Kippur, one mentioned 
here in the book of Leviticus and one mentioned in the book of 
Numbers. 


The Gemara rejects this solution: Even if you say that it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon, and 
two rams are brought on Yom Kippur, a distinction remains between 
Yom Kippur and Shavuot. There, with regard to Yom Kippur, one 
ram, mentioned in the book of Leviticus, is for the obligation of the 
day, the atonement of Yom Kippur; and one ram, mentioned in the 
book of Numbers, is for the additional offerings. This is to the ex- 
clusion of the halakha with regard to Shavuot, where both rams are 
obligations of the day. Therefore, there is no basis for deriving the 
halakha with regard to Shavuot from the inauguration. 


NOTES 

Peh, zayin, reish, kuf, shin, beit - w’wp V5: See Rashi, 
Tosafot, and other early commentaries, who disagree about 
what is represented by the letters in this acronym. With 
regard to the Eighth Day of Assembly being a Festival in and 
of itself, Rashi explains that it is not called Sukkot but is called 
the Eighth Day of Assembly in blessings and prayers. In his 
commentary on tractate Sukka, Rashi explains that there is 
no obligation to reside in the sukka on the Eighth Day of 
Assembly (see Tosafot). 


Festival in and of itself - inxyd ay: The geonim and many 
of the early commentaries connect this to the halakhot of 
mourning. If a relative dies on the eve of a Festival, the legal 
status of the Festival itself is like seven days of the required 
thirty days of mourning. If the death occurred prior to the 
festival of Sukkot, the first day of the Festival is considered 
like seven days, the intermediate days of the Festival when 
no mourning is allowed are considered an additional seven 
days, and the Eighth Day of Assembly is considered like 
seven days as well. Consequently, after the Festival, approxi- 
mately one week would remain from the thirty-day period. 


From one bull and one ram - sms doe) ‘nts 1a: There were 
many offerings brought at the inauguration, and the matter 
was complex. The commentaries disagree with regard to the 
nature of the bull and ram of the inauguration referred to in 
the Gemara. According to the Rashbam (Josafot Yeshanim), 
the reference is to the verse: “A bull and a ram for peace- 
offerings to sacrifice before the Lord” (Leviticus 9:4). Accord- 
ing to Rashi, the reference is to the verse: “Take you a young 
calf for a sin-offering and a ram for a burnt-offering’ (Leviti- 
cus 9:2). Rabbeinu Tam writes that the verse in question is: 
“Take one young bull and two rams without blemish” (Exodus 
29:1). As one of the rams was unrelated to that offering, one 
bull and one ram remain. See also the Ritva, who points 
out the difficulties with each of these explanations, arguing 
that none precisely corresponds to the text of the Gemara. 


HALAKHA 


One who did not celebrate - am Kow »3: One who did not 
bring the Festival offering on the first Festival day of Sukkot 
may sacrifice it on any of the intermediate days, as well as 
on the last Festival day, the Eighth Day of Assembly. This is 
because those days are eligible for compensation for failure 
to sacrifice it on the first Festival day, as explained here and 
elsewhere (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:7). 
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NOTES 


As it were, I desire that it come from your property more 
than | desire it from theirs — ani 7¥47 ax sown bina 
oyun: Since the entire world belongs to the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, it is inappropriate to suggest that He desires 
anything from that world. Rather, God says that He desires 
something from Moses in order to honor Moses (Maharsha). 


A time when the Jewish people perform the will of God — 
nipa dw inisa pwiy beww pata: There is an opinion that 
when the Jewish people perform the will of God and He 

is happy with them, the building of the Ark is attributed to 

Moses, as he was directly commanded to fashion the ves- 
sels of the Tabernacle for the sake of God. However, when 

the people do not perform the will of God, the builder of 
the Ark is not mentioned, and its construction is described 

in non-specific plural (Maharsha). 


Take you spices - oD By np: Many of the commentaries 
have asked why the Gemara in this discussion does not 
cite an earlier, virtually identical verse in the context of the 
anointing oil. Various answers were suggested. One opinion 
is that the Gemara sought to teach that even though the 
incense is typically prepared from materials donated by the 
public, this incense was prepared by Moses (Gevurat Ari). A 
second opinion explains that since the anointing oil was 
prepared only once, it was probably prepared by Moses. 
However, with regard to incense, which would be prepared 
by future generations as well, it was necessary to state that 
he first incense was prepared by Moses (Rashash). 

A third resolution explains that the anointing oil, which 
was associated with many miracles, was obviously prepared 
by Moses. However, with regard to the incense, with which 
no miracles were associated, it was necessary to point out 
hat it too was prepared by Moses (/yyun Yaakov). 

These suggestions also explain the basic assumption of 
he Gemara that Moses prepared the incense, in light of the 
act that the Torah states explicitly that the people donated 
he components for the incense. There are also suggestions 
hat Moses donated some of the components and that the 
people donated the rest. 
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The Gemara asks: And say that the requirement derived is to seques- 
ter the priest prior to Rosh HaShana, as there, too, it is sequestering 

of seven days for one day. The days before Rosh HaShana are week- 
days, and as in the inauguration, a bull and a ram are sacrificed. Rab- 
bi Abbahu said that this too is rejected: One derives a bull and a ram 

that the High Priest brings from his own property on Yom Kippur 

from a bull and a ram that Aaron brought from his own property at 

the inauguration. This is to the exclusion of Shavuot and Rosh Ha- 
Shana, when the bull and the ram sacrificed are from community 
property and not owned by the priest. The Gemara asks: This works 

out well according to the one who said that every time the Torah 

utilizes the phrase: Take you, it means from your own property, 


and similarly, when the Torah states: Make you, it means from your 
own property. However, according to the one who said that when 
the Torah states both phrases it means from communal property, 
what is there to say to distinguish between Yom Kippur and the 
other days? 


As it was taught in a baraita that when the Torah states: Take you, it 
means from your own property, and when it states: Make you, it 
means from your own property; however, when the Torah states: 
And they will bring to you, it means from community property. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. Rabbi Yonatan says that both 
when the Torah states: Take you, and when the Torah states: And 
they will bring to you, it means from community property. And 
for what purpose, then, does the verse state: Take you, which seems 
to mean from your own property? It should be understood, as it 
were, that God said to Moses: I desire that it come from your prop- 
erty more than I desire it from theirs." Therefore, the taking was 
attributed to Moses even though it was actually from community 


property. 


Abba Hanan said in the name of Rabbi Elazar that one verse says: 

“And make you an ark of wood” (Deuteronomy 10:1), indicating that 
it should be from your own property; and one verse says on the same 

subject: “And they shall make an ark of acacia wood” (Exodus 25:10), 
meaning from the Jewish people. How can this contradiction be re- 
solved? Here, the verse is referring to a time when the Jewish people 

perform the will of God" and they are credited with building the Ark 
of the Covenant. There, it is referring to a time when the Jewish 

people do not perform the will of God, and construction of the Ark 
is attributed to Moses alone. According to that opinion, there is no 

difference between the offerings of Yom Kippur and other offerings. 


The Gemara rejects this: They disagree only with regard to instances 
of taking in general and instances of making in general: Instances 
of taking in general are as in the verse: “Take you spices” (Exodus 
30:34); and instances of making in general are as in the verse: “Make 
you two silver trumpets” (Numbers 10:2).8 However, in these cases 
of inauguration and of Yom Kippur the verses explicitly teach that 
the offerings must be from your own property. With regard to the 
inauguration, now, since it is written: “And to the children of 
Israel you will speak, saying: Take a goat kid for a sin-offering and 
an unblemished year-old calf and lamb for burnt-offerings” (Leviticus 
9:3), with regard to the verse: “And he said to Aaron: Take you a 
young calf for a sin-offering” (Leviticus 9:2), why do I need this clear 
difference between the formulation of the command to the Jewish 
people and the formulation of the command to Aaron? Learn from 
it that in this context the phrase: Take you, means from your own 


property. 
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And with regard to Yom Kippur, now, since it is written: 
“With this Aaron will come into the Sanctuary, with a 
young bull for a sin-offering and a ram for a burnt-offering” 
(Leviticus 16:3), with regard to the verse: “And from the 
congregation ofthe children of Israel he will take two goat 
kids for a sin-offering and one ram for a burnt-offering and 
Aaron will offer his young bull as a sin-offering” (Leviticus 
16:5-6), why do I need the emphasis that the goats come 
from the property of the children of Israel? Learn from it 
that this term: His, written with regard to the calf, means it 
is from his own property. 


Rav Ashi stated another reason that distinguishes Yom 

Kippur from Rosh HaShana and Shavuot. One derives the 

bull for a sin-offering and ram for a burnt-offering written 

with regard to Yom Kippur from the bull for a sin-offering 

and ram for a burnt-offering written with regard to the in- 
auguration, to the exclusion of Rosh HaShana and Shavuot, 
on which both of them, the bull and the ram, are burnt- 
offerings. 


Ravina stated another distinction: One derives a matter that 

is restricted to the service performed by the High Priest, 
Yom Kippur, from a matter that is restricted to the service 

performed by the High Priest, the inauguration, which was 

performed by Aaron, to the exclusion of all the difficulties" 

raised from the beginning of the discussion, as on the other 
potential days raised, they are not restricted to service per- 
formed by the High Priest; rather, the service on those days 

may be performed by any priest. 


And some say that Ravina said: One derives a matter that 
is an initial service from an initial service, to the exclusion 
of all these that are not initial services. That statement of 
Ravina is unclear, and the Gemara asks: What is the meaning 
of initial service? If we say that initial service means one 
performed by the High Priest; that is identical to the first 
version of Ravina’s statement. Rather, it may be understood 
as follows: One derives the initial service performed in the 
place, the Holy of Holies, on Yom Kippur, from the initial 
service performed in the place, the Tabernacle, on the 
eighth day of the inauguration. Therefore, it is the service of 
Yom Kippur alone that is derived from the inauguration. 


O When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he 
said: Rabbi Yohanan taught one case derived from the in- 
auguration, while Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi taught two. 
The Gemara elaborates. Rabbi Yohanan taught one: To do, 
to make atonement; these are the actions performed on 
Yom Kippur that require sequestering beforehand, like the 
inauguration. And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi taught two: 
To do, these are the actions performed in the burning of the 
red heifer; to atone, these are the actions performed on 
Yom Kippur. Both require sequestering. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan teach only one 
case derived from the inauguration, i.e., Yom Kippur? Didn’t 
we learn explicitly in the mishna: Seven days prior to Yom 
Kippur, and in another mishna: Seven days prior to the 
burning of the heifer, the Sages would remove the priest 
from his home? Apparently, there are two cases in which the 
priest is sequestered. The Gemara answers: With regard to 
sequestering the priest prior to the burning of the heifer, the 
Sages merely established a higher standard. They issued a 
decree to underscore the sanctity of the ritual after they 
permitted its performance by a priest who immersed that day. 
There is no Torah source for the sequestering of the priest in 
that case. 


NOTES 
To the exclusion of all the difficulties — pn»wip ya »piond: 
Tosafot ask why the same assertion was not stated with regard 
to the solution proposed by Rav Ashi, which also resolves the 
Gemara’s earlier difficulties. Some explain that since sin-offerings 
were also brought in honor of Rosh HaShana and Shavuot, Rav 
Ashi’s solution is not ironclad (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 
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The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rabbi Minyomi bar Hilkiya say that 
Rabbi Mahseya bar Idi said that Rabbi Yohanan said that the 
verse states: “As has been done this day, so the Lord has com- 
manded to do, to make atonement for you” (Leviticus 8:34), 
from which it is derived: To do, these are the actions performed 
in the burning of the red heifer; to make atonement, these are 
the actions performed on Yom Kippur? Apparently, even Rabbi 
Yohanan taught two cases derived from inauguration. The Ge- 
mara resolves the difficulty: That is the opinion of his teacher; 
however, he himself disagrees. As when Ravin came from Eretz 
Yisrael, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi 
Yishmael: To do, these are the actions performed in the burning 
of the red heifer; to atone, these are the actions performed on 
Yom Kippur. That which Rabbi Manyumei cited in the name of 
Rabbi Yohanan was the opinion of his teacher, Rabbi Yishmael. 


§ With regard to the sequestering of the priest, Reish Lakish said 
to Rabbi Yohanan: From where did you derive this principle of 
sequestering? You derived it from the inauguration. If so, just as 
with regard to the inauguration, failure to perform all the details 
that are written in its regard invalidates it, so too here, with re- 
gard to Yom Kippur, failure to perform all the details that are 
written in its regard invalidates the Yom Kippur service. All the 
halakhot of sequestering must be precisely observed. 


And if you say: Indeed, that is so; didn’t we learn in the mishna: 
And they would designate another priest in his stead, and it is 
not taught with regard to the designated priest: Seven days before 
Yom Kippur they remove him from his house, although ulti- 
mately he may perform the Yom Kippur service. Apparently, fail- 
ure to sequester the priest does not invalidate the service. And if 
you say in response: What is the meaning of: They would desig- 
nate? It means: They would remove; that is implausible. Were 
that so, let the mishna teach either with regard to both this High 
Priest and that designated replacement: They would designate; 
or with regard to both this High Priest and that designated re- 
placement: They would remove. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: Rather, from where do you, 
Master, derive the halakha of sequestering before Yom Kippur? 
Reish Lakish said to him: I derive it from Sinai, as it is written: 
“And the glory of the Lord abode upon Mount Sinai and the 
cloud covered him [vaykhasehu] six days, and He called to 
Moses on the seventh day from the midst of the cloud” (Exodus 
24:16). The masculine suffix hu in vaykhasehu can be interpreted 
either as him, referring to Moses, or as it, referring to the moun- 
tain. Now, since it states: “And He called to Moses on the sev- 
enth day,’ what is derived from the previous explicit mention of 
six days? These six days are mentioned as a paradigm,” from 
which a general principle is derived that anyone who enters the 
camp of the Divine Presence, the site of the revelation at Mount 
Sinai, or the place where the Divine Presence rests, the Holy of 
Holies, requires prior sequestering for six days" of sanctification. 


The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it seven, not six, days of sequestering 
that we learned in the mishna? Reish Lakish answered: The 
mishna that requires sequestering for seven days is the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira, who is concerned 


NOTES 


These are a paradigm - Ax m33 my: See Tosafot, who Sequestering for six days — mew nwa: One could 
might have had an alternate version of the Gemara text. say that this sequestering is parallel to the six week- 
In any event, apparently there are two derivations here: days preceding Shabbat: People devote six days to 
One based on an analogy and one based on the Torah's prepare for the arrival of the sacred seventh day 
addition of apparently superfluous words in this context. — (Maharsha). 
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about the ritual impurity of the priest’s home," i.e., his wife. This 
is done lest he become impure through relations with a menstru- 
ating woman, which is ritual impurity lasting seven days. There- 
fore, he is removed from his home for seven days. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: Granted, according to my 
opinion, that I derive the halakha of sequestering from the inau- 
guration, that explains that which is taught in the baraita: With 
regard to both this priest engaged in the burning of the red heifer 
and that High Priest prior to Yom Kippur, one sprinkles upon 
him for all seven days® the purification water mixed with ashes 
from samples from all the previous red heifer sin-offerings" that 
were safeguarded there in the Temple. The reason for this practice 
is that there was also sprinkling during the inauguration. How- 
ever, according to your opinion, that you derive it from Sinai, 
was there in fact sprinkling at Sinai?’ According to your opinion, 
why are the priests sprinkled? 


Reish Lakish said to him: And according to your reasoning, 
does it work out well? At the inauguration, the sprinkling was 
with blood; here, the sprinkling was with water. Rabbi Yohanan 
answered: That is not difficult, as Rabbi Hiyya taught: Water 
replaced blood, but both have the status of sprinkling. However, 
according to your reasoning, at Sinai, was there sprinkling at 
all? Reish Lakish said to him: The Sages merely established a 
higher standard, and this sprinkling is not a requirement. 


§ The Gemara comments: A baraita was taught in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan that the sequestering is de- 
rived from the inauguration; and a baraita was taught in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Reish Lakish that it is derived from 

Sinai. The Gemara elaborates: A baraita was taught in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan: It was stated with regard to 

the inauguration: “With this Aaron will come into the Sanctuary, 
with a young bull for a sin-offering and a ram for a burnt-offering” 
(Leviticus 16:3). To what is the term: With this, referring? It is 

referring to that which is stated in the matter. What is the matter? 
It is the matter of the inauguration." In the manner that the priest 
was prepared for the inauguration, so too is he prepared for Yom 

Kippur. And what is stated in the matter of the inauguration? It 
is that Aaron the priest withdrew for seven days and served one 

day, and Moses transmitted the Torah guidelines to him all 

seven days in order to train him in the Sanctuary service. 


And throughout the generations as well, the High Priest with- 
draws seven days prior to Yom Kippur and serves one day. And 

two Torah scholars from among the students of Moses," to the 

exclusion of Sadducees, who are not students of Moses, transmit 

the Torah guidelines to him all seven days in order to train him 

in the Sanctuary service. 


From there the Sages said in the mishna: Seven days prior to 
Yom Kippur the Sages would remove the High Priest, who per- 
forms the entire Yom Kippur service, from his house to the 
Chamber of Parhedrin; and just as the Sages would remove the 
High Priest, so do they remove the priest who burns the heifer, 
from his house to the chamber that was before the bira at the 
northeast corner of the courtyard on the Temple Mount. And 
with regard to both this priest whom the Sages sequester prior to 
Yom Kippur and that priest whom the Sages sequester prior to 
engaging in the burning of the heifer, one sprinkles upon him, 
for all seven days of sequestering, the purification water with 
ashes from all the previous red heifer sin-offerings that were 
safeguarded there in the Temple. 
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NOTES 


About the ritual impurity of his home - inva meni): The 
priest must have become impure by engaging in relations 
with a menstruating woman, because mere contact with a 
menstruating woman does not cause ritual impurity lasting 
seven days. The Gemara explains (see Rashi) that it is conceiv- 
able that he did so unwittingly, as there is no suspicion that 
he would engage in relations with a menstruating woman 
intentionally. In the Jerusalem Talmud, both Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish accept impurity of the home as a rationale 
or the sequestering of the priest. Both rationales, sequestering 
and potential impurity, are necessary. If sequestering were the 
only issue, it would have been necessary for the priest to leave 
is home only during the day. And if the impurity of his home 
were the sole concern, he could separate from his wife without 
relocating to the Parhedrin chamber. In addition, impurity of 
he home is uncommon and would not have been a sufficient 
reason to remove him from his home if it were not for the 
mitzva of sequestering (Ritva). 


From all the previous red heifer sin-offerings - nixen ban: 
There was an effort made to keep residue from the ashes of 
every red heifer ever burned for the purpose of this purification. 
The Rambam writes in his Commentary on the Mishna that 
each day the priests would sprinkle purification waters made 
from the ashes of a different heifer. 


Sprinkling at Sinai - Ypa mgt: Tosafot raise the difficulty that 
the Torah states explicitly that at Sinai: “Moses took the blood 
and sprinkled it on the people” (Exodus 24:8). One resolution is 
based on Onkelos’s Aramaic translation, in which he explains 
hat the blood there was not sprinkled on the people but on 
he altar on the people's behalf. Therefore, the verse in question 
does not indicate that there was sprinkling at Sinai (Rabbi Tzvi 
Hirsch Chajes; Mitzpe Eitan; see also Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi’s 
commentary on the Torah and Mikhtav LeHizkiyahu). 


The matter of the inauguration — meat pawa: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, proof that the verse refers to the inaugura- 
ion is cited from the fact that the Torah portion detailing the 
Yom Kippur service begins: “And God spoke. . .after the deaths 
of Aaron's two sons” (Leviticus 16:1), referring to the death of 
Aaron's sons who died during the inauguration, which indicates 
a connection between Yom Kippur and the inauguration. 


And two Torah scholars from among the students of Moses — 
awn bw aba onan “pan wr: If these were students of 
Moses, why wasn't one Torah scholar sufficient? Perhaps it is 

merely a matter of: “Two are better than one” (Ecclesiastes 4:9; 

Tosafot Yeshanim). Others explain that two Torah scholars were 

needed in case the High Priest subsequently deviated from the 

proper performance of the service. In that case, the two would 

be eligible to testify that he had been taught properly, and he 

could not claim that he never learned the proper procedure 

(Tosefot HaRosh). 


BACKGROUND 
Sprinkles upon him all seven days — myaw bs voy pra: People 
and vessels that became impure by contact with a corpse must 
undergo a purification process that includes sprinkling of water 
mixed with the ashes of the red heifer. 


Priest sprinkling on family with vessels 
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NOTES 

Water replaced blood - 03 NA 023 1033): The au- 
thor of the Me’iri suggests that perhaps before the 
first mixture of red heifer ashes had been prepared 
on the first Yom Kippur, the priests actually sprinkled 
blood on him, similar to the sprinkling during the 
inauguration, and the ashes of the heifer were used 
only later. 


What is the meaning of the term and it says - x2 
‘wait: If proof may be cited from the verse: “As has 
been done this day, so the Lord has commanded 
to do, to make atonement for you,’ why is the first 
proof necessary? In fact, without the first proof, the 
proof from this verse would have been insufficient 
because according to its plain meaning, it refers to 
the inauguration alone (Ritva; see Gevurat Ari). 
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And if you say that at the inauguration the sprinkling was with blood, 
and here the sprinkling was with water, you said: Water replaced blood." 
And it says in the verse: “As has been done this day, so the Lord has 
commanded to do, to make atonement for you” (Leviticus 8:34). To 
do, these are the actions performed in the burning of the red heifer; to 
make atonement, these are the actions performed on Yom Kippur. This 
baraita, then, is proof for the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. But the term: With this [bezot], is 

required for the meaning of the verse itself; the priest is required to bring 
a young bull for a sin-offering and a ram for a burnt-offering. The Sages 

say in response: If the term comes to teach only with regard to the offer- 
ings, let the verse say: With this [bezeh], in the masculine, referring to 

the bull, or: With these [be’elleh], referring to the bull and the ram. What, 
then, may be derived from the use of the feminine term bezot, which 

refers to neither the bull nor the ram? Learn from it two conclusions; 

one with regard to the offerings and one with regard to sequestering. 


The Gemara continues its analysis of the baraita. What is the meaning of 
the term: And it says?’ Why does the baraita cite an additional proof 
from another verse? Why wasn't the first proof sufficient? And if you say 

that it is on the first Yom Kippur when Aaron performed the service that 

the High Priest requires sequestering, as we find in the inauguration 

when the priests were sequestered before being consecrated as priests, 
but on Yom Kippur in general, no, subsequent High Priests do not re- 
quire sequestering; or alternatively, if you say: It is the first High Priest 

who requires sequestering, as did all the priests during the inauguration, 
but subsequent High Priests in general, no, they do not require seques- 
tering before Yom Kippur; then come and hear that which it says in the 

verse: “As has been done this day, so the Lord has commanded to do,’ 
meaning that this is a mitzva for all generations. 


§ And a baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion of Reish 
Lakish that sequestering is derived from Sinai: Moses ascended in the 
cloud, and was covered in the cloud, and was sanctified in the cloud, 
in order to receive the Torah for the Jewish people in sanctity, as it is 
stated: “And the glory of the Lord abode upon Mount Sinai and the 
cloud covered him six days, and He called to Moses on the seventh day 
from the midst of the cloud” (Exodus 24:16). This was an incident that 
occurred after the revelation of the Ten Commandments to the Jewish 
people, and these six days were the beginning of the forty days that 
Moses was on the mountain (see Exodus 24:18); this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. The opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili corresponds 
to that of Reish Lakish; Moses withdrew for six days before receiving 
permission to stand in the presence of God. 


Rabbi Akiva says: This incident occurred before the revelation of the Ten 
Commandments to the Jewish people, and when the Torah says: “And 
the glory of the Lord abode upon Mount Sinai,” it is referring to the 
revelation of the Divine Presence that began on the New Moon of Sivan, 
which was six days before the revelation of the Ten Commandments. 


And that which is written: “And the cloud covered him,” means the cloud 
covered it, the mountain, and not him, Moses. “And He called to 
Moses”; Moses and all of the Jewish people were standing at the foot 
of the mountain and listening, and if God did not mean that Moses was 
to climb the mountain, why did He call him? The verse comes only to 
accord deference to Moses, as the entire nation heard God address him. 
Rabbi Natan says: Moses was in fact called to enter the cloud; however, 
his entrance was not for the purpose of sequestering and purifying him, 
rather, the verse comes only to cleanse the food and drink that was in 
his intestines, to render him like the ministering angels who require 
neither food nor drink. 
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Rabbi Matya ben Harash says: The verse calling Moses into the 
cloud comes only to intimidate Moses, to instill in him a sense 
of awe of the Creator, so that the Torah would be delivered with 
reverence, with quaking and with trembling, as it is stated: 
“Serve the Lord with awe, and rejoice with trembling” (Psalms 
2:11). Apropos the end of the verse, the Gemara asks: What is the 
meaning of “and rejoice with trembling”?" Joy and trembling 
seem contradictory. Rav Adda bar Mattana said that Rav said: 
Where there is the joy of fulfilling a mitzva, there will be the 
trembling of the awe of Heaven there. 


§ Apropos the interpretation of the verse with regard to revela- 
tion, the Gemara asks: With regard to what do Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili and Rabbi Akiva disagree?" The Gemara explains that 
their dispute is parallel to the dispute between these other 
tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: On the sixth day of the 
month of Sivan, the Torah, the Ten Commandments, was given 
to the Jewish people. Rabbi Yosei says: It was on the seventh 
day of the month. According to the one who said that it was on 
the sixth, the Torah was given on the sixth, which is the day of 
the revelation of the Ten Commandments, and on the seventh 
day of the month Moses ascended the mountain, as it is written: 

“And He called to Moses on the seventh day” (Exodus 24:16). 
According to the one who said that the Torah was given on the 
seventh of the month, it was given on the seventh and Moses 
ascended on the seventh, as it is written: “And he called to 
Moses on the seventh day.” 


The Gemara proceeds to link the two disputes. Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili holds in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna 
in the baraita, who said that it was on the sixth of the month that 
the Torah was given; therefore, this incident occurred after the 
revelation of the Ten Commandments. That is why he explains 
the verse “And the glory of the Lord abode on Mount Sinai and 
the cloud covered him for six days” to mean that the cloud 
covered Moses, and He called to Moses on the seventh day to 
receive the rest of the Torah. As, should it enter your mind to 


interpret the verse as follows: “And the glory of the Lord abode” 


from the New Moon of Sivan; “And the cloud covered it,” the 
mountain; “And He called to Moses on the seventh day,’ to 
receive only the Ten Commandments; didn’t they already re- 
ceive the Ten Commandments on the sixth of the month, and 
the cloud that was on the mountain already departed‘ on the 
sixth of the month? 


And Rabbi Akiva holds in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Yosei, who said that on the seventh of the month the Torah 

was given to the Jewish people. That is why Moses was sum- 
moned on the seventh of the month immediately after the revela- 
tion of the Ten Commandments. The Gemara asks: Granted, 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva that the Torah was 

given on the seventh of Sivan and Moses then proceeded to climb 

the mountain and remain there for forty days, that explains the 

calculation that you find: On the seventeenth of Tammuz the 

tablets were shattered, according to the standard tradition. How 
so? Calculate twenty-four days until the end of Sivan and sixteen 

days of Tammuz; they total the forty days that he was on the 

mountain. On the seventeenth of Tammuz he descended from 

the mountain and came and shattered the tablets. 


NOTES 


And rejoice with trembling - 71y71a ton: Rashi and Tosafot ex- 
plain that this sensation is limited to the experience of revelation. 
Others explain that during Torah study, which causes the heart 
to rejoice, one should also be in awe of the Creator (Tosefot Ri 
HaLavan). In tractate Berakhot, however, the implication is that 
this is a more general principle, and that all occasions of happi- 
ness should be accompanied by trembling (Ritva). 


With regard to what do Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and Rabbi Akiva 


disagree - KPP any dsm pi a x0 ep Naa: This is not 
the standard usage of this phrase, as Rashi phis, Usually this 
question seeks to clarify the basis of the dispute. Here the basis 
for the dispute is clear. The Gemara here seeks support for each 
of their opinions in the interpretation of other verses. 


The cloud had departed — jay pons: The cloud did not de- 
part completely. It was only the thick cloud that enveloped the 
mountain during revelation that departed (Rosh). 
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NOTES 


Moses and all of the Jewish people were standing and 
listening — priy yw boy mwa: Tosefot Rid suggests a 
proof that the people did not in fact hear God calling to 
Moses. Although they did not understand what was said, 
the people heard a sound that they understood to be 
God calling Moses. 


The voice speaking to him, the voice speaking unto 
him- vos bip- ihip: The Ran claims that the term: Unto 
him, is more emphatic than the term: To him, as the former 
indicates exclusively to him and not to others. The Ritva, 
citing the Ri, explains that the source of the emphasis in 
the verse is the repetition at the end of the verse: “And 
he spoke unto him,’ indicating the exclusivity of God’s 
speech to Moses. 


That it is incumbent upon the latter not to say it - xin 
aN? bas: The author of the Me‘iri adds support from the 


verse: “And he that is of a faithful spirit conceals a matter” 


(Proverbs 11:13). Even if the matter being conveyed is not 
secret, one should not disseminate it without receiving 
permission to do so. 


HALAKHA 

From where is it derived with regard to one who tells 
another some matter, that it is incumbent upon the 
latter not say it — vax? bas KTW VAN sat WKY Pan: 

If one tells something to another, the latter should not 
repeat the information to others unless the former explic- 
itly instructs him: Go and tell others (Sefer Mitzvot Gadol, 
negative mitzvot 9; Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 156). 
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However, according to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said: There were 
six days of sequestering after the Torah was given and an additional 
forty days that Moses was on the mountain, the tablets were not 
shattered until the twenty-third of Tammuz, contrary to the stan- 
dard tradition. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili could have said to you: The 
forty days that Moses was on the mountain include the six days of 
sequestering. 


§ The Master said in that baraita cited above that when the Torah 
says: “And He called to Moses,’ it means that Moses and all of the 
Jewish people were standing and listening. The Gemara suggests 
that this supports the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar said 
that when the Torah says: “And He called to Moses,” it means that 
Moses and all of the Jewish people were standing and listening" and 
the verse comes only to accord deference to Moses. From Rabbi 
Elazar’s statement it is clear that all of Israel heard the voice of God. 


The Gemara raises an objection: The Torah states: “And when Moses 

went into the Tent of Meeting that He might speak with him, then he 

heard the voice speaking unto him from above the Ark cover that was 

upon the Ark of the Testimony, from between the two cherubs; and 

He spoke unto him” (Numbers 7:89). The Torah could have said: He 

heard the voice speaking to him; however, instead the verse said: He 

heard the voice speaking unto him," indicating that the voice reached 

him alone. Moses alone heard God’s voice and all of the Jewish 

people did not hear it. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. 
This case, where everyone heard God’s voice, was at Sinai. That case, 
where Moses alone heard God's voice, was at the Tent of Meeting. 
Or if you wish, say instead an alternative resolution. This is not dif- 
ficult; when God addressed Moses by calling to him, everyone heard; 

that which God subsequently communicated by speaking, Moses 

alone heard. 


Rabbi Zerika raised a contradiction between verses before Rabbi 
Elazar, and some say that Rabbi Zerika said that Rabbi Elazar 
raised a contradiction: It is written in one place: “And Moses was 
not able to enter into the Tent of Meeting because the cloud dwelt 
on it” (Exodus 40:35), as Moses was unable to enter the cloud. And 
it is written elsewhere: “And Moses came into the cloud” (Exodus 
24:18). This teaches that the Holy One, Blessed be He, grabbed 
Moses and brought him into the cloud since he could not enter on 
his own. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: There is a verbal analogy that 
resolves this contradiction. It is stated here: “And Moses came into 
the cloud,” and it is stated below, in another verse: “And the children 
of Israel went into the sea on dry land” (Exodus 14:22); Just as below, 
there was a path within the sea, as it is written: “And the water was 
a wall for them” (Exodus 14:22), here too, there was a path through 
the cloud, but Moses did not actually enter the cloud. 


The verse says: “And He called unto Moses, and the Lord spoke 

unto him from within the Tent of Meeting, saying” (Leviticus 1:1). 
Why does the verse mention calling before speaking, and God did 

not speak to him at the outset? The Torah is teaching etiquette: A 
person should not say anything to another unless he calls him 

first. This supports the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, as Rabbi Hanina 

said: A person should not say anything to another unless he calls 

him first. With regard to the term concluding the verse: “Saying,” 
Rabbi Musya, grandson of Rabbi Masya, said in the name of 
Rabbi Musya the Great: From where is it derived with regard to one 

who tells another some matter, that it is incumbent upon the latter 

not to say it™" to others until the former explicitly says to him: Go 

and tell others? As it is stated: “And the Lord spoke to him from 

within the Tent of Meeting, saying [lemor]? Lemor is a contraction 

of lo emor, meaning: Do not say. One must be given permission before 

transmitting information. 


any wpap mnt Dn 
apyn ya an7 bp Den 
pa ay one APT Ta 
IN bp sas T NI IN 
TATON ae a a 
(ga axy - nih aayan 
aay Py - nivity aay pay 

173 


Dp -vaisT 17 NY ITI DAB 
TONE g aayy a anan 
rary WP? 13 yaw 91 72 
D02752- oie max pn 
Ti XP N7) TB 3382 173 

Denn -IPA K mh 


APYN 


Perek I 
Daf5 Amuda 


KPN TPAD qp? 31 may 
sana bp VYT ped anya 
KIYA Tap - 193 229173 
3202 PSY BT WET INA? 
TPAD - 173 saya px nit 

KIWINI 


aecaaye X27 12 Kya NITA 
POOO Ae jee ena 
OK TBD pS Kom 2m2 
BPA NIT OTD" IGY DTA 

799 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Q After digressing to interpret the verses with regard to Mount 
Sinai, the Gemara resumes its discussion of the statements of 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. Based on the question Reish 
Lakish addressed to Rabbi Yohanan and the fact that Rabbi 
Yohanan accepted the premise of that question, we learn by infer- 
ence that both maintain that with regard to the inauguration, 
failure to perform all the details that are written in its regard 
invalidates the inauguration. As itis stated: Rabbi Yohanan and 
Rabbi Hanina disagree." One said: Failure to perform all the 
details that are written in its regard invalidates the inauguration. 
And one said: A matter that invalidates offerings throughout 
the generations invalidates the inauguration; a matter that does 
not invalidate offerings throughout the generations does not 
invalidate the inauguration. 


Conclude that Rabbi Yohanan is the one who said: Failure to 
perform all the details that are written in its regard invalidates 
the inauguration. This may be concluded from the fact that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says to Rabbi Yohanan: Just as with 
regard to the inauguration, failure to perform all the details that 
are written in its regard invalidates the inauguration, so too is 
the halakha with regard to Yom Kippur, and Rabbi Yohanan did 
not respond and did not say anything, indicating that he agreed. 
The Gemara states: Conclude that this indeed is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic difference 
between the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Hanina? 


Rav Yosef said: The practical difference between them relates 
to the question of placing hands" on the head of an animal 
brought as an offering. According to the one who said: Failure 
to perform all the details that are written in its regard, including 
details that do not invalidate offerings throughout the gene- 
rations, invalidates the inauguration, failure to perform the 
placing of hands on the head of the animal also invalidates 
the inauguration. According to the one who said: A matter 
that does not invalidate offerings throughout the generations 
does not invalidate the inauguration, failure to perform the 
placing of hands on the head of the animal does not invalidate 
the inauguration. 


And with regard to the halakhot of offerings that apply through- 
out the generations the Gemara asks: From where do we derive 
that failure to place hands on the head of the animal does not 
invalidate the offering?" The Gemara answers: As it was taught 
in a baraita that the verse states: “And he shall place his hand on 
the head of the burnt-offering, and it shall be accepted for him 
to atone on his behalf” (Leviticus 1:4). Does the placing of 
hands atone for one’s sins? Isn’t atonement accomplished only 
by the sprinkling of the blood, as it is stated: “For it is the blood 
that makes atonement by reason of the life” (Leviticus 17:11)? 


Failure to place hands on the head of the animal does 
not invalidate the offering - Nadya AY ADD: Al- 
though the one bringing an offering is obligated to place 
his hands on the offering, if he fails to do so, the offering 


_ HAL 


is still valid and effects atonement. Nevertheless, it is 
considered as though the individual did not achieve op- 
timal atonement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 3:12). 


_ NOTES © 
Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Hanina disagree - xmm 931) ppi ay: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud, the opinions are reversed: Rabbi Yohanan 
holds that that failure to fulfill every detail of the inauguration 
invalidates the inauguration, and Rabbi Hanina holds that it does 
not invalidate the inauguration. According to this approach, the 
fact that Rabbi Yohanan did not respond to Reish Lakish and claim 
that in his opinion, failure to fulfill each detail does not invalidate 
the inauguration, is not a proof that he reconsidered his opinion. It 
could be that he was merely waiting to hear Reish Lakish’s reason- 
ing (Yefe Einayim). 


Rav Yosef said the difference between them relates to the ques- 
tion of placing hands — Ya KDN ADD ADI 31 Wax: A mne- 
monic based on letters in common was suggested to associate 
each opinion cited in the Gemara with the amora who stated it: 
Rav YoSef: Semikha, placing hands; Rav Nahman: TeNufa, waving; 
Rav Pappa: Perisha, sequestering; Ravina: Ribbui, multiple garments 
(Rav Shlomo Cohen). 


Placing of hands on the offering 


ATAVK PID: PEREKI:5A 19 


As though he d 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


id not achieve optimal atonement - toga 


1D xb: Some commentaries explain that not only did the 


individual fail to 


ulfill the positive mitzva of placing hands, it 


is as though he did not achieve atonement. Nevertheless, his 


offering was no 


tion, and he is not required to bring another offering (Tosafot 
Yeshanim). Others explain that since the Gemara is discussing 


a burnt-offering 
mitzva, the ques 
failure to fulfill t 


brought to atone for failure to fulfill a positive 
ion is whether the offering can atone for the 
he mitzva of placing of hands as well. Their 


conclusion is that it does not atone for that failure, since the 


mitzva of placin 
slaughtered (os: 


g hands is in effect until after the animal is 
afot Yeshanim; see Rabbi Akiva Eiger). 


Multiple [ribbui] garments and anointment [meshiha] - 
nmw: Each of these two Hebrew terms has two mean- 
ings. Ribbui means multiple and also means greatness and au- 


thority; meshiha 


and appointment (see Rashi on 


20 


means anointment and also means greatness 
umbers 16:3; Exodus 29:29). 
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And for what purpose, then, does the verse state: “And he shall 
place...and it shall be accepted”? It teaches that if one deemed 
the ritual of placing hands to be a peripheral aspect of the mitzva 
and consequently failed to perform it, the verse ascribes to him 
status as though he did not achieve optimal atonement;" and 
nevertheless, the offering atones for his sins. Apparently, failure to 
lay hands on the head of the offering does not invalidate the offering 
throughout the generations, as atonement can be achieved without 
it. Nevertheless, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, failure 
to lay hands on the offering invalidates the offerings brought during 
the inauguration. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The issue of waving the offering is 
the practical difference between the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan 
and Rabbi Hanina. According to the one who said: Failure to 
perform all the details that are written in its regard invalidates the 
inauguration, failure to wave the offering also invalidates the inau- 
guration. And according to the one who said: A matter that does 
not invalidate offerings throughout the generations does not 
invalidate the inauguration, failure to wave the offering does not 
invalidate the inauguration. 


And with regard to the halakhot of offerings throughout the gen- 
erations, the Gemara asks: From where do we derive that failure 
to wave the offering does not invalidate the offering? The Gemara 
answers: As it was taught in a baraita that the verse says: “He shall 
take one male lamb as a guilt-offering to be waved to make atone- 
ment for him” (Leviticus 14:21). Does waving the offering atone 
for one’s sins? Isn’t atonement accomplished only by the sprin- 
kling of the blood, as it is stated: “For it is the blood that makes 
atonement by reason of the life” (Leviticus 17:11)? And for what 
purpose, then, does the verse state: To be waved to make atone- 
ment? It teaches that if one deemed the ritual of waving to be a 
peripheral aspect of the mitzva and therefore failed to perform it, 
the verse ascribes to him status as though he did not achieve 
optimal atonement; and nevertheless, the offering atones for his 
sins on his behalf. 


Rav Pappa said: The issue of sequestering the priest for seven days 

is the practical difference between the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan 

and Rabbi Hanina. According to the one who said: Failure to 

perform all the details that are written in its regard invalidates the 

inauguration, failure to sequester the priest for seven days also in- 
validates the inauguration. And according to the one who said: A 
matter that does not invalidate offerings throughout the genera- 
tions does not invalidate the inauguration, failure to sequester the 

priest for seven days does not invalidate the inauguration. 


And with regard to the halakhot of offerings throughout the gen- 
erations, the Gemara asks: From where do we derive that failure 

to sequester the priest for seven days does not invalidate the offer- 
ing? The Gemara answers: It is derived from the fact that it is 

taught in the mishna: And they would designate another priest in 

his stead, and it is not taught: The Sages remove the designated 

priest from his house, despite the possibility that ultimately he 

might replace the High Priest and perform the Yom Kippur service. 
Apparently, sequestering is not essential. 


Ravina said: The issue of the priest performing the service with 
the multiple garments of the High Priest for seven days and serving 
with anointment for seven days is the practical difference 
between the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Hanina. 
According to the one who said: Failure to perform all the details 
that are written in its regard invalidates the inauguration, failure 
to serve with multiple garments and anointment for seven days 
also invalidates the inauguration. And according to the one who 
said: A matter that does not invalidate offerings throughout the 
generations does not invalidate the inauguration, failure to serve 
with multiple garments and anointment for seven days does not 
invalidate the inauguration. 
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And with regard to the halakhot of offerings throughout the gen- 
erations, the Gemara asks: From where do we derive that failure to 
serve with multiple garments and anointment for seven days does 
not invalidate the offering? The Gemara answers: As it was taught 
in a baraita: For what purpose does the verse state: “And the priest 
who shall be anointed and who shall be consecrated to serve in 
his father’s stead shall make the atonement” (Leviticus 16:32)? If 
it comes to teach that all service must be performed by the High 
Priest, it is already written with regard to the Yom Kippur service 
that it must be performed by Aaron, the High Priest. 


Since it is stated: “Seven days shall the son that is priest in his stead 
don them” (Exodus 29:30), I derive only that one who donned the 
multiple garments of the High Priest for seven days and was anoint- 
ed seven days assumes the position of High Priest and may perform 
the service on Yom Kippur. However, with regard to whether one 
who donned the multiple garments for seven days and was anointed 
for one day, or one who donned the multiple garments for one day 
and was anointed for seven days is thereby inaugurated as High 
Priest, from where are those cases derived?" Therefore, the verse 
states: “Who shall be anointed and who shall be consecrated”; in 
any case he is appointed High Priest, even if either anointment or 
donning the garments did not continue for seven days. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the fact that when the 
High Priest is appointed, there is a requirement of donning multiple 
garments for seven days" ab initio; however, from where do we 
derive the requirement of anointment for seven days ab initio? 
According to Ravina, there is a requirement to anoint the priest on 
each of the seven days ab initio, even though failure to do so does 
not invalidate the offering throughout the generations. From where 
is that requirement derived? 


If you wish, say: It is derived from the fact that the verse: “And the 

priest who shall be anointed and who shall be consecrated to serve 

in his father’s stead shall make the atonement,” is necessary to ex- 
clude" requirements derived from other sources, i.e., that both don- 
ning multiple garments and anointment must be for seven days. 
Apparently, anointment for seven days is required ab initio. And if 
you wish, say instead that it is derived from that which the verse 

states: “And the sacred garments of Aaron shall be for his sons 

after him, to be anointed in them" and to be consecrated in them” 
(Exodus 29:29). Anointment is juxtaposed in this verse to donning 

multiple garments: Just as donning multiple garments is required 

for seven days ab initio, so too, anointment is required for seven 

days ab initio. 


Q After ascertaining the halakhic distinctions between the opinions 
of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Hanina with regard to the inauguration, 
the Gemara proceeds to analyze the rationales for those opinions. 
What is the reason for the opinion of the one who said: Failure to 
perform all the details that are written in its regard invalidates the 
inauguration? Rabbi Yitzhak bar Bisna said that the verse states: 
“And so shall you do to Aaron and to his sons according to all that 
I have commanded you, seven days shall you consecrate them” 
(Exodus 29:35). The term: So, teaches that failure to perform the 
ritual precisely in this manner invalidates the inauguration. The 
Gemara asks: That works out well as a source that all 


From the fact that the verse is necessary to exclude - Psem 


NOTES 
the conclusion that anointing is seven days may rely partially 


mpiya 7p: Perforce, since anointing lasts longer than one day on the second solution cited in the Gemara (see Tosefot HaRosh). 
ab initio, the number of days established is the number of days 


stated explicitly in the text, i.e., seven days. In this case, the prin- 
ciple: If you grasped the lesser amount, you have grasped it, ap- 
plies. In order to derive a greater amount from the Torah one 
must cite absolute proof that this is the intention of the Torah. 
Otherwise, one can derive only the lesser amount. In addition, 


To be anointed in them - 072 ngv: In fact, in this context the 
meaning of the term is greatness, not anointment. Apparently, 
the Gemara relies on additional sources that link anointment 
to the obligation of donning the multiple garments of the high 
priesthood (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


HALAKHA 


Consecrating the High Priest -bita fala nwpn: Aft 


era 


High Priest is appointed, he is anointed with anointing 


oil and dressed in the eight priestly vestments. In 


the 


absence of anointing oil, the priestly vestments suffice 
to consecrate him (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 


HaMikdash 1:8, 4:12). 


Donning multiple garments for seven days — * 


929 


myaw: A High Priest is consecrated by donning and then 
removing the eight garments on each of the seven days. 
When there is anointing oil in the Temple, he is also 
anointed on each of the seven days (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:13). 
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NOTES 


Matters that are not written in that context — xo soy 
KIY MTA KI: Rashi explains that the matter of placing 
the Urim Velummim i in the breastplate is not mentioned 
explicitly. Rabbeinu Barukh and Rabbeinu Tam, however, 
explain that it is clear that the sequestering for seven days 
is not mentioned in the two portions (Tosefot Rid; Tosefot 
HaRosh). 


At the time of the incident - Mwy nywa: After Nadav 
and Avihu died, Aaron and his remaining sons were in 
acute mourning. Moses instructed them to eat from the 
offerings, despite the fact that generally a priest in a state 
of acute morning may not partake of sacrificial meat. 


And it is not from my own initiative that | am saying 
it- Wik IK oxn xy: In this very passage, Moses instructs 
Aaron and his sons to eat the meat of one of the sacrificial 
goats. Aaron counters by claiming that it is inconceivable 
hat God would command them to eat from the sacrificial 
goat of the New Moon while in a state of acute mourning, 
and Moses concedes that Aaron is correct. That is why 
oses has to emphasize that he is not instructing them to 
eat the other goats and the meal-offering at his own initia- 
ive or based on a derivation from the verses. Although the 
exchange between Aaron and Moses appears later in that 
portion, there is no absolute chronological order, in the 
Torah (Tosafot Yeshanim, Tosefot HaRosh) 


D 


Tenth of an ephah - ngg mwy: This usually refers to 
he griddle-cake offering andis brought by each priest on 
he first day of his Temple service. The High Priest brings 
his offering each day; half of it in the morning and half 
in the afternoon. 


HALAKHA 


Tenth of an ephah - 7x7 NPY: A priest begins his 
service in the Temple, and the High Priest begins each 
day of his service there, by sacrificing a meal-offering of 
one-tenth of an ephah from his own funds (see tractate 
Menahot; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:16 
and Kesef Mishne there). 
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matters that are written in the context of this topic of inauguration 
in the book of Exodus invalidate the inauguration. However, with 
regard to matters that are not written in that context," but are writ- 
ten in the portion of the inauguration in Leviticus, from where do 
we derive that they invalidate the inauguration? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: One derives a verbal analogy be- 
tween the word opening that appears in the two portions of the 
inauguration. It is written in the command concerning the inau- 
guration: “The opening of the Tent of Meeting” (Exodus 29:32), 
and in its fulfillment it is written: “The opening of the Tent of 
Meeting” (Leviticus 8:31). Failure to perform the matters written 
in both portions invalidates the inauguration. 

Rav Mesharshiyya said: The verbal analogy is unnecessary, as the 
conclusion can be derived directly from the verse written with 
regard to the implementation of the inauguration: “And keep 
the charge of the Lord, that you not die, for so I am commanded” 
(Leviticus 8:35). The emphasis on this being the charge of the 
Lord comes to teach that failure to perform all the details men- 
tioned in the implementation of the command invalidates the 
inauguration. 

Rav Ashi says: The phrase: For so Iam commanded, is the source 
from which it is derived that all the details written in both portions 
invalidate the inauguration. 


Apropos that phrase, the Gemara cites a related halakhic midrash. 
The Sages taught: In the context of the implementation of the 
inauguration, three variations of the phrase appear: “For so I am 
commanded?” (Leviticus 8:35); “as I commanded” (Leviticus 10:18); 
and “as God has commanded” (Leviticus 10:15). What does this 
repetition teach? From the phrase: “For so I am commanded,’ it is 
derived that even in a state of acute mourning, on the first day after 
the death of a relative, one must eat the offering. God stated the 
verse: “As I commanded,’ at the time of the incident" just after the 
deaths of Nadav and Avihu, when Aaron and his sons were ina state 
of acute mourning. And when Moses states: “As God commanded,” 
he is saying: The command is from God and it is not from my own 
initiative that I am saying it." 


Apropos the matters mentioned that are not explicit in the portion, 
the Gemara cites that which Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: Trousers 
are one of the priestly vestments worn during the inauguration, but 
they are not written in the Torah portion. When the verse says: 
“And this is the matter that you shall do for them to sanctify them 
for My service” (Exodus 29:1), the superfluous word: And, which 
appears at the beginning of the verse, comes to add to that which was 
written previously and to include trousers and the tenth of an 
ephah™ offered by a priest on the day that he begins his service. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, trousers can be derived, as the verse is 
written in the context of the matter of priestly garments detailed 
adjacent to the portion of the inauguration. However, with regard 
to the tenth of an ephah, from where do we derive that there is an 
obligation to offer it during the inauguration? The Gemara answers: 
Itis derived by means ofa verbal analogy between the word this that 
appears in one verse and the word this that appears in another. It is 
written: “This is the offering of Aaron and of his sons, which they 
shall offer to the Lord in the day when he is anointed, a tenth of an 
ephah” (Leviticus 6:13). And in the verse cited above in the context 
of the inauguration it says: “And this is the matter that you shall do 
for them,” which teaches that there is an obligation to offer a tenth 
of an ephah during the inauguration. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: 
From where is it derived that even failure to read the Torah 
portion of the inauguration invalidates the inauguration?’ The 
verse states: “And Moses said to the assembly: This is the mat- 
ter [davar] that God has commanded to be done” (Leviticus 
8:5), teaching that even failure to perform the recitation [dibbur] 
of the Torah portion to the people invalidates the inauguration. 


§ Apropos the inauguration of the priests, the Gemara asks: How, 
i.e in what order, did Moses dress Aaron and his sons in the 
priestly vestments? The Gemara wonders: In what order did he 
dress them? That is an irrelevant question, as what was, was." 
The order in which Moses dressed the priests has no practical 
ramifications. Rather, the question must be: How will Moses 
dress the priests in the future," following the resurrection of the 
dead, when the Temple service will be restored? The Gemara 
rejects this question as well: In the future, too, when Aaron and 
his sons will come and Moses will be with them, he will know 
the proper sequence, and there is no point to raising the question. 


Rather, the question is: How did Moses dress them? The Ge- 
mara seeks to explain the verses" on this topic, as they appear 
somewhat contradictory. The Gemara responds: The sons of 
Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Yohanan disagree with regard to this 
matter. One said: Moses dressed Aaron first and afterward 
Moses dressed his sons; and one said: Moses dressed Aaron and 
his sons simultaneously, i.e., consecutively from one to the next, 
without interruption, to avoid changing the order prescribed in 
the verses. 


Abaye said: With regard to the tunic and mitre everyone agrees 
that Moses dressed Aaron and afterward his sons, as both in 
the portion of the command concerning the inauguration and 
in the portion of the implementation, mention of Aaron pre- 
cedes mention of his sons. When they disagree, it is with regard 
to the belt. The Gemara elaborates. The one who said: Moses 
dressed Aaron and afterward his sons derives it from that which 
is written: “And he girded him with the belt” (Leviticus 8:7), 
and then it is written: “And he girded them with belts” (Leviti- 
cus 8:13).8 Moses first dressed Aaron in all of the garments, in- 
cluding the belt, and then Moses dressed Aaron’s sons. And the 
one who said: Moses dressed Aaron and his sons, simultane- 
ously derives it from that which is subsequently written: “And 
gird them with belts, Aaron and his sons” (Exodus 29:9), indicat- 
ing that Moses girded them all with belts simultaneously. The 
Gemara asks: And according to the one who says: Moses dressed 
Aaron and his sons simultaneously, isn’t it written: He girded 
him with the belt, and then it is written: He girded them with 
belts, clearly indicating that he dressed Aaron and then his sons? 


The Gemara answers that he could have said to you: That verse 
comes to teach that the belt of the High Priest is not the belt of 
the common priest. It is explicit in the Torah that the belt of the 
High Priest is made of fine blue and purple linen. On the other 
hand, the Torah does not state the materials used in the belt of 
the common priest, which was in fact linen like the rest of the 
garments of the common priest. And still one can say that Aaron 
and his sons were dressed simultaneously. 


NOTES 

Even failure to read the Torah portion of the inauguration 
invalidates the inauguration - 23X1 M9 KPI JN: Some 
commentaries suggest that the Gemara has returned to the 
matter of Yom Kippur and states that the High Priest would read 
the relevant passages from the Torah on that day. According to 
that reading of the text, like the other details, the halakha on 
Yom Kippur is derived from the inauguration (Rabbi Elyakim). 


What was, was — 71171 1717 *x72: The commentaries explain that 
this question is raised in the Gemara when there is a good answer 
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 


How will Moses dress the priests in the future? — wam WD 
xi Py: Apparently, this indicates that following the resur- 
rection of the dead, it will be necessary to consecrate the first 
priests to serve then as well as the Temple and its vessels (Rav 
Shmuel Strashun). 


To explain the verses — 77 sap: It has been suggested that 
this question is tied to another dilemma (6a) raised with regard 
to whether the belt of the common priest was fashioned from 
fine blue or purple linen. If these dilemmas are linked, there is a 
practical dimension to this question (Aguda). 


BACKGROUND 
And he girded them with belts — wax ani iar: The image 
below depicts priests waiting to receive the garments worn 
during their service in the Temple. On the right a priest girds the 
belt on another priest. 


Priests in the dressing chamber in the Temple 
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NOTES 


It is necessary only to state that Moses girded Aaron 
first — DIPS KDW xd: Some commentaries suggest 
that the verse is phrased in the plural to teach that had 
Moses dressed the sons before Aaron unwittingly or 
intentionally, that would not have invalidated the ritual 
(Peirush Kadmon). 


Why do the Sages remove him - pwan ma: The Ge- 
mara is posing this question according to the opinions 
of both Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. According to 
Rabbi Yohanan's opinion, the priests could return home 
at night and accomplish the same objective. According 
to Reish Lakish’s approach that the sequestering was to 
separate him from his wife, six days would have sufficed 
(see Jerusalem Talmud; Siah Yitzhak). 


Why did he withdraw from his house, i.e., his wife — 
wy may sma: Rashi writes that the question is: Why 
doesn't his wife join him in the Parhedrin chamber? 
Others, citing Rashi, suggest that the question is: Why 
doesn’t the High Priest return home to his wife each 
evening (Josafot Yeshanim, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak; 
Tosefot HaRosh, citing the Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan, who 
cited his father-in-law, Rashi). Yet others explain that the 
suggestion is that his wife should accompany him for 
companionship but not for intimacy. Even if he forgets 
and has relations with her, he can still purify himself the 
next day (Tosefot Rid). 


She will be found to be in a situation of uncertainty 
as to whether or not she has the halakhic status of a 
menstruating woman - 713 p3p xam: The Maharsha 
asks: Why did the Gemara say that the concern is lest the 
woman enter into a state of uncertainty, and not lest she 
become a menstruating woman with regard to whom 
there is no uncertainty? Josafot in tractate Nidda and 
Tosafot Yeshanim address this point and claim that in 
order for the woman to have the status of a menstruat- 
ing woman with regard to whom there is no uncertainty, 
menstruation must begin at the precise moment of the 
relations, which is unlikely. In contrast, the possibility 
that the wife would become a menstruating woman 
sometime after engaging in relations is more realistic. 


HALAKHA 


Why do the Sages remove the High Priest from his 
house — ima bing ya pwr a yina: The High Priest is 
removed from his house and separated from his wife 
seven days before Yom Kippur, lest she be found to be 
a menstruating woman and render him impure during 
that week (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 1:3). 


Retroactive impurity from menstruation - 772 nx 
yp: A woman who impurifies retroactively does not 
render one who had relations with her impure for seven 
days. His legal status is that of one who came into con- 
tact with a menstruating woman and he is impure for 
one day, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
in their dispute with Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:8; Kesef Mishne). 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the one who said that Moses 
dressed Aaron first and then his sons, is it not written: “And you 
will gird them with belts,’ indicating that they were girded simul- 
taneously? The Gemara responds that he could have said to you: 
That verse teaches us that the belt of the High Priest is identical to 
the belt of the common priest. Both of them were from fine blue 
and purple linen. Therefore, although the Torah distinguishes be- 
tween the girding of the belts, as Moses dressed Aaron before he 
dressed Aaron’s sons, there was acommon command to make both 
belts, indicating that they were made of the same material. 


The Gemara asks: If they are identical, why do I need both the verse: 

“And he girded him with a belt,’ and the verse: “And he girded 
them”? The Gemara explains: Learn from it that Moses dressed 
Aaron first and then dressed his sons. The Gemara asks: And can 
you find a situation where Moses could have girded Aaron and his 
sons simultaneously? The Gemara explains: It is necessary only 
to state that Moses girded Aaron first" and then proceeded to gird 
his sons in order of their significance. After girding Aaron he did not 
dress Aaron in any other garments before girding his sons. 


§ After a long digression in which many peripheral issues were ad- 
dressed, the Gemara returns to interpreting the mishna. It was 
taught in the mishna: The Sages would remove the High Priest 
from his house to the Chamber of Parhedrin. The Gemara asks: Why 
do the Sages remove him?™' The Gemara asks in astonishment: 
Why do the Sages remove him? It is as we stated above: Whether 
it is according to Rabbi Yohanan, as per his opinion: Sequestering 
of the High Priest is derived from the sequestering prior to the in- 
auguration; or whether it is according to Reish Lakish, as per his 
opinion: Sequestering of the High Priest is derived from sequester- 
ing at Sinai, the answer is clear. What is the point of the Gemara’s 
question? 


The Gemara explains: This is what the Gemara is saying. Why did 

he withdraw from his house, i.e., his wife?’ The Gemara explained 

why he must be removed to a special location; but why doesn't his 

wife join him? It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira 

says: It is due to the concern lest his wife be found to be in a situ- 
ation of uncertainty as to whether or not she has the halakhic status 

ofa menstruating woman, and he will have relations with her and 

become impure. 


The Gemara asks in astonishment: Is that to say that we are dealing 
with wicked people? Will the High Priest, aware of the uncertain 
status of his wife, have relations with her? Rather, rephrase the 
statement: It is due to the concern lest he have relations with his 
wife and then she be found to be in a situation of uncertainty as to 
whether or not she has the halakhic status of a menstruating 
woman. In a case where blood is found on the sheets after the 
couple engaged in relations, and there is uncertainty as to whether 
or not the High Priest had relations with his wife while she had the 
halakhic status of a menstruating woman, the status of the High 
Priest is one of uncertain impurity. 


The Sages stated the following assumption before Rav Hisda: In 

accordance with whose opinion is that a reason for concern? It is 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said: A men- 
struating woman who found blood on the sheets within twenty- 
fours after having relations, creating uncertainty with regard to her 
status when she engaged in relations, renders the man who had 

with relations with her retroactively impure." As, if it were in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, it is difficult: Didn't they 
say that a woman with regard to whom there is uncertainty as to 

whether or not she has the halakhic status of a menstruating wom- 
an does not render the man who had with relations with her 
retroactively impure. Therefore, the High Priest need not leave his 

wife during the week prior to Yom Kippur. 
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Rav Hisda said to the Sages: Even if you say that the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, the Rabbis dis- 
agree with Rabbi Akiva with regard to retroactive impurity only 
in a case where blood was discovered on the sheets long after- 
ward, after there was time for the woman to leave the bed and 
bathe and only then discover the blood. Due to the time that 
elapsed, the Rabbis hold that there is no way to prove a connec- 
tion between when the woman menstruated and when they en- 
gaged in relations. However, if the blood was found merely after- 
ward, the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Akiva that she renders the 
man retroactively impure. 


Rabbi Zeira said: Learn from it that one who is impure because 
he had relations with a menstruating woman is unlike a men- 
struating woman in terms of the time of immersion. Unlike the 
woman, who immerses after nightfall following the seventh day 
after her menstruation ceased, such a man may immerse on the 
seventh day and need not wait for nightfall. Therefore, if a High 
Priest has relations with his wife just before he is sequestered and 
there is uncertainty as to whether she has the halakhic status of a 
menstruating woman, the seventh day of his impurity occurs on 
Yom Kippur eve. He immerses himself that day and completes the 
purification process at nightfall. This allows him to enter the 
Temple to perform the Yom Kippur service. 


As, if you say that one who is impure because he had relations 
with a menstruating woman is like a menstruating woman in 
terms of the time of immersion, when does he immerse? He may 
immerse only at night after seven complete days. Since that night 
is Yom Kippur, how can he perform the Yom Kippur service the 
next day,? Isn’t he required to wait for sunset following his im- 
mersion to complete the purification process? Until then his 
status is that of one who immersed that day, who may not serve 
in the Temple until the nightfall following his immersion. Rather, 
must one not conclude from it that one who is impure because 
he had relations with a menstruating woman is unlike a men- 
struating woman in terms of the time of immersion? He im- 
merses on the seventh day, Yom Kippur eve, and at nightfall he 
may serve in the Temple. 


Rav Shimi from Neharde’a says: Even if you say that one who is 
impure because he had relations with a menstruating woman 
is like a menstruating woman with regard to the time of immer- 
sion, the High Priest is not removed from his house at night. 
Rather, we sequester him one hour just before sunset on the 
eighth day prior to Yom Kippur, slightly before the start of the 
seven-day period, leaving seven full days to count prior to Yom 
Kippur. Although he is removed from his house more than seven 
days prior to Yom Kippur, that slight addition is not sufficient to 
have the period considered eight days. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion that one who is 
impure because he had relations with a menstruating woman 
immerses at night: With regard to all those obligated in immer- 
sions, their immersion is during the day. The exceptions are a 
menstruating woman and a woman after childbirth, whose 
immersion is at night. It can be learned by inference: With regard 
to a menstruating woman, yes, she immerses at night; with 
regard to one who is impure because he had relations with a 
menstruating woman, no, he does not immerse at night. 


The Gemara rejects that proof because the term menstruating 
woman in that baraita includes the woman and everyone whose 
inclusion in the impurity is derived from her status. The under- 
standing is that a man who has relations with a menstruating 
woman assumes her impurity, and therefore his immersion would 
be identical to hers. 
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NOTES 

The halakhic status of one who is impure due to a seminal 
emission is like that of one who came into contact with a 
creeping animal — yw yana Ip bya: The Gemara in tractate 
Pesahim explains that the two cases have an additional feature 
in common. One who comes into contact with a creeping animal 
becomes impure whether the contact was unwitting, intentional, 
or due to circumstances beyond his control. The same is true for a 
man who experiences a seminal emission, whether unwittingly or 
due to circumstances beyond his control (Rosh; Ritva). 
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NOTES 


Actually, the baraita is referring to the duration of their impu- 
rity - yard aby): The Gemara in tractate Pesahim suggests 
an additional novelty: The two cases are similar with regard to 
their banishment from the camp and the places that they may 
not enter (Rosh; Tosafot). 
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The Gemara raises another objection: The halakhic status of 
one who is ritually impure due to a seminal emission is like 
that of one who came into contact with a creeping animal," 
whereas the legal status of one who is ritually impure because 
he had relations with a menstruating woman is like that of 
one who became impure with ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse. The Gemara asks: What, does the baraita not mean that 
one who had relations with a menstruating woman is like one 
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse in terms of immer- 
sion, which he may perform during the day? The Gemara re- 
jects that conclusion. No, the baraita is merely comparing the 
duration of their impurity. One who experiences a seminal 
emission is impure for one day, like one who came into contact 
with a creeping animal; one who has relations with a menstruat- 
ing woman is impure for seven days, like one impure with im- 
purity imparted bya corpse. 


The Gemara wonders: For what purpose would the baraita 
come to teach the duration of their impurity? The Torah ex- 
plicitly writes the durations of their impurity. This, one impure 
with impurity imparted by a corpse, has impurity of seven days 
written in his regard; and similarly, that, one who is impure 
because he had relations with a menstruating woman, has im- 
purity of seven days written in his regard. There is no need for 
the baraita to derive a matter explicitly written in the Torah 
from another matter explicitly written in the Torah. 


Rather, must it not be that the baraita is equating them with 
regard to their immersion, in that both one who has relations 
with a menstruating woman and one impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse immerse during the day? 


The Gemara rejects that conclusion. No; actually, the baraita is 
referring to the duration of their impurity." Although there is 
nothing novel in that equation, it was necessary for the tanna 
to teach the latter clause of the baraita: However, in one sense, 
the case of one who is impure because he had relations with a 
menstruating woman is more severe than one impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse. One who is impure because he 
had relations with a menstruating woman transmits impurity 
through lying on a bed or sitting on a chair, even if he never 
came into direct contact with the chair or the bed. He renders 
the bed or chair impure with a mild form of impurity. He 
confers upon them first-degree ritual impurity status, sufficient 
only to render foods and liquids impure. One impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse transmits impurity by means of 
direct contact. 


Come and hear an additional proof that Rabbi Hiyya taught: 
For the zav and the zava and the leper and the female leper, 
and one who had relations with a menstruating woman, and 

one who is ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, 
their immersion is during the day. For a menstruating wom- 
an and a woman after childbirth, their immersion is at night. 
The Gemara concludes that this baraita is indeed a conclusive 

refutation of the opinion of Rav Shimi from Neharde’a, who 

said that one who is impure because he had relations with a 

menstruating woman immerses at night. 
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With regard to the sequestering of the High Priest, the Gemara 
asks: And before you remove him" from the potential of impu- 
rity of his house, remove him from the potential of the more 
severe impurity imparted by a corpse." The Sages should have 
instituted an ordinance prohibiting visitors to the High Priest lest 
one die while in his chamber and render him impure. Rav Tahlifa, 
father of Rav Huna bar Tahlifa,’ said in the name of Rava: 
That is to say that impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted 
in cases involving the public." In cases where the public is in- 
volved, impurity imparted by a corpse does not prevent the Tem- 
ple service from being conducted. Since the service of the High 
Priest on Yom Kippur is a service involving communal offerings, 
impurity imparted by a corpse does not invalidate the service. 


Ravina said: Even if you say that impurity imparted by a corpse 
is merely overridden’ in public and not completely permitted, 
the idea that the High Priest is not removed from the potential of 
impurity imparted by a corpse can be understood. Impurity im- 
parted by a corpse is uncommon. The likelihood that one visiting 
the High Priest will suddenly die is minimal. In contrast, impu- 
rity of his house is common, as uncertainty with regard to his 
wife's status as a menstruating woman could arise at any moment. 


There is an amoraic dispute with regard to the effect of impurity 
imparted by a corpse on the conduct of the Temple service. It was 
stated with regard to impurity imparted by a corpse that Rav 
Nahman said: It is permitted in cases involving the public; e.g., 
when a majority of the Jewish people is impure, the service of a 
ritually pure priest is not preferable to that of an impure priest. 
The Temple service proceeds as though there was no impurity at 
all. And Rav Sheshet said: Impurity imparted by a corpse is 
merely overridden in cases involving the public," and service 
performed by a ritually pure priest is preferable. 


The Gemara restricts the scope of the dispute. In a case where 
there are both ritually impure and pure priests in that patrilineal 
family tasked with serving in the Temple on that day, everyone, 
even Rav Nahman, agrees that the pure priests serve and the 
impure priests do not serve.’ When they disagree, it is with re- 
gard to a case where the entire patrilineal family is impure. Is it 
necessary to seek out and bring pure priests from a different 
patrilineal family belonging to the same priestly watch, who are 
tasked with serving in the Temple on a different day that week? 


Rav Nahman said: The prohibition against performing the Tem- 
ple service in a state of impurity imparted bya corpse is permitted 
in cases involving the public, and we do not need to seek out 
other priests. Since the Torah permitted the performance of the 
Temple service by priests impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse, it is completely permitted and it is as though the service 
is performed in purity. Rav Sheshet said: The prohibition of 
impurity imparted by a corpse is overridden in cases involv- 
ing the public, and wherever possible we seek out ritually pure 
priests. 


Some say that the dispute is slightly different: Even in a case 
where there are both ritually pure and ritually impure priests 
in that patrilineal family, Rav Nahman disagreed with Rav 
Sheshet and said that the priests serve even when they are impure, 


HALAKHA 


Impurity imparted by a corpse is merely overridden in cases 
involving the public — Way¥a many agaw: Even though 
communal offerings are offered by impure priests, this does 
not mean that the impurity is permitted, but rather that it is 
overridden in exigent circumstances. Therefore, if there are im- 
pure and pure priests in the same patrilineal family, one seeks 
out the pure priests even if they are in the minority, and even 


brings them from other patrilineal families. The Rambam rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet, following the 
principle that the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opin- 
ion in ritual matters. Apparently, other amora’im maintain that 
impurity imparted by a corpse is overridden in cases involv- 
ing the public, as does the tanna, Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 414-16 and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


Before you remove him — iwan AAKW TY: Many early and 
later commentaries wondered about this question. The Ge- 
mara should not have asked why he is separated from his wife, 
but rather why he should not also be separated from impurity 
imparted by a corpse. Some explain that the Gemara is in fact 
asking: Why suggest that the separation is due to concern 
with regard to impurity from his wife, when it could have 
been explained that the separation is due to concern with 
regard to impurity imparted by a corpse (Josefot Ri HaLavan)? 
This question is especially difficult because if the High Priest 
is sequestered due to concern that someone might die in his 
presence, all the more so would it be necessary to separate 
him from his wife (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


Remove him from the potential of more severe impurity 
imparted by a corpse — nat NNA MwA: Rashi explains 
hat the concern is that a visitor might die in the High Priest's 
chamber. Many commentaries question this explanation be- 
cause that scenario is extremely unlikely, and because it is clear 
hat the tanna is not concerned about potential death since he 
holds that a replacement wife need not be appointed lest the 
first wife die. Others counter that while it is unlikely that any 
single visitor might suddenly die, the High Priest will be receiv- 
ing many guests in the course of the week, and that increases 
he likelihood that one will die (Gevurat Ari). Others explain that 
he concern is that a priest impure with impurity imparted by 
a corpse will render the High Priest impure through contact 
(Rav Yonatan of Lunel; Josafot Yeshanim). Finally, the possibility 
hat the High Priest might be exposed to impurity imparted 
by a corpse is less likely in the Temple than it is in his house 
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 


Impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted in cases involv- 
ing the public — Naya K7 TNT Nat ANAW: In this case, a 
High Priest who became impure would proceed to perform 
the Yom Kippur service even though his replacement remains 
pure (Peirush Kadmon). 


Permitted and overridden — mint mya: The difference 
between these two approaches “extends beyond the imme- 
diate discussion of purity and impurity. The essence of the 
problem is this: When a specific prohibition is overridden in a 
particular case, does it mean that the status of the prohibition 
is as though it does not exist? Or is the prohibition merely not 
observed due to an unusual circumstance, in which case one 
must avoid violating the prohibition to whatever degree pos- 
sible? Two cases where this question applies pertain to Shab- 
bat: Offerings on Shabbat and saving a life on Shabbat. The 
question is whether all prohibitions are permitted, or whether 
one must ensure to whatever degree possible that he performs 
only those actions essential to sacrificing the offering or saving 
the life (see Beit Yosef Orah Hayyim 328). 


The impure priests do not serve — tay xb prav: This would 
be so even if the impure priests were more prominent and 
worthy. They are not among those who enter the lottery to 
perform service that day (Ritva). 


PERSONALITIES 
Rav Tahlifa, father of Rav Huna bar Tahlifa - max xp on n 
Kaban a X37 AT: This attribution of a father to his son is 
employed when the father is less prominent than his son and 
there are other Sages with the same first name. In order to 
identify Rav Tahlifa in this case, the Gemara refers to him by 
mentioning his well-known son. 
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BACKGROUND 


Omer meal-offering — 2iy7 nny: The omer meal-offering 
was one-tenth of an ephah of barley, offered in the Temple on 
he sixteenth of Nisan, the second day of the Passover festival. 
The sacrifice was brought irrespective of whether the sixteenth 
of Nisan was a Shabbat or a weekday. The omer was harvested 
rom the newly ripe barley on the night following the first day 
of Passover, and was prepared as roasted flour. A handful was 
burned on the altar; the rest was eaten by the priests. In addi- 
ion to the omer, a male sheep was sacrificed as a burnt-offering, 
ogether with a wine libation and two-tenths of an ephah o 
wheat flour as a meal-offering. Once the omer was offered, i 
was permitted to eat grain from the new harvest. It is a mitzva 
by Torah law to count the days from the sixteenth of Nisan unti 
he festival of Shavuot. 


Priests preparing the omer meal-offering 


NOTES 


He says that it is impure and the priests bring another meal- 
offering — SM DI VİN: Why is a replacement offering 
brought? After all, even according to the approach that impurity 
is overridden in cases involving the public, a replacement should 
not be necessary, since the first offering was accepted (Sha'ar 
HaMelekh). Some commentaries explain that based on the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehoshua, failure to fulfill every detail of an offering 
prevents that offering from effecting atonement (Me’il Shmuel). 
Rashi in tractate Menahot explains that a replacement is brought 
to underscore to the public the severity of ritual impurity, so that 
they may learn that in a case involving an individual, impurity 
is not overridden. 


Remnants of the offering designated for eating - o»1w 
TPK: The permissibility of sacrificing an offering in impurity 
pertains to the service on the altar and in the Temple; however, 
it remains prohibited for priests to eat sacred food while impure. 
Therefore, the halakha is not that the impurity is completely nul- 
lifed; it is merely permitted in the Temple. 


The meal-offering accompanying the sacrifice of bulls - nna 
©: Why does the cited case address the meal-offering accom- 
panying the bulls rather than addressing the bulls themselves? It 
is because one is allowed to bring a meal-offering several days 
after the offering that it accompanies. Therefore, there is no rush 
to bring the meal-offering on that very day, and it need not be 
offered in impurity (Zikhron Sheerit Yosef). 


What, is it not referring to the bulls, rams, and sheep of the 
festival of Sukkot — an waz Dyg OMB XD Xn: Of course, 
the Gemara could have ‘suggested that the offerings are those 
sacrificed on the other Festivals, Passover or Shavuot; however, 
Sukkot was chosen because of the great number of offerings 
sacrificed then (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 
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as in all situations of impurity imparted by corpses in cases in- 
volving the public, the Merciful One permits those who are 
impure to perform the Temple service. 


The Gemara analyzes the rationale behind the two opinions. Rav 
Sheshet said: From where do I derive to say that impurity is 
overridden in cases involving the public? It is as it was taught in 
a baraita: If a priest was standing and sacrificing the omer meal- 
offering’ and it became impure in his hand, the priest, who was 
aware of what transpired, says that it is impure and the priests 
bring another meal-offering in its stead. And if the meal-offering 
in his hand is the only meal-offering available there, the other 
priests say to him: Be shrewd and keep silent; do not tell anyone 
that it is impure. 


In any case, it is teaching that he says that it is impure and the 
priests bring another meal-offering’ in its place. Apparently, 
when it is possible to perform the service in a state of purity, even 
in cases involving the public, it is preferable to do so, and the 
prohibition of ritual impurity is not permitted. Rav Nahman re- 
jected the proof and said: I concede that in a case where there 
are remnants of the offering designated for eating" it must be 
performed in purity wherever possible. Although it is permitted 
to sacrifice an offering when impure, the mitzva to eat portions of 
the offering must be performed in a state of purity. Therefore, in 
cases where portions of the offering are eaten, the preference is to 
sacrifice the offering in a state of purity. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Nahman 
from the Tosefta: If a priest was sacrificing the meal-offering 
accompanying the sacrifice of bulls," rams, or sheep, and the 
meal-offering became impure in his hand, the priest says that it 
is impure and the priests bring another meal-offering in its stead. 
And if the meal-offering in his hand is the only meal-offering 
available there, the other priests say to him: Be shrewd and keep 
silent; do not tell anyone that it is impure. 


What, is it not referring to the bulls, rams, and sheep of the 
festival of Sukkot," which are communal offerings that are not 
eaten? Apparently, even in cases of communal offerings, the 
priests seek to perform the service in a state of purity and the 
prohibition of impurity is not permitted but merely overridden. 


Rav Nahman could have said to you: No, the bulls mentioned in 
the Tosefta are not standard communal offerings. Rather, the 
reference is to the bull sacrificed when the entire community 
engages in idolatry unwittingly. Although this offering is a 
communal offering, since it has no specific time fixed for its 
sacrifice, we seek out a pure meal-offering in its stead. 

Similarly, the rams mentioned in the Tosefta are not additional 
offerings of the Festival. Rather, the reference is to the ram of 
Aaron sacrificed on Yom Kippur. Although it has a specific 
time fixed for its sacrifice, since it is an offering brought by an 
individual, the High Priest, we seek out a pure meal-offering 
in its stead, as service in a state of impurity is permitted only 
for communal offerings. 

The sheep mentioned are not those for the daily offerings or the 
additional offerings of the Festival. Rather, the reference is to 
the sheep that accompanies the omer meal-offering, as in that 
ase, there are remnants designated for eating. Therefore, the 
meal-offering must be offered in purity. 
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The Gemara raises an additional objection to the opinion of Rav 
Nahman: With regard to blood that became impure and a priest 
sprinkled it on the altar, if he did so unwittingly, the offering is 
accepted. Ifhe sprinkled the blood intentionally, the offering is 
not accepted. Apparently, even in cases involving the public, 
performing service in the Temple in a state of impurity is not 
permitted. This objection is rejected: When that baraita was 
taught, it was with regard to the offering of an individual, where 
the prohibition of impurity is certainly in effect. 


The Gemara continues: Come and hear a different argument 
based on that which was taught in a baraita. For what does the 
frontplate worn by the High Priest effect acceptance?" It effects 
acceptance for the blood, for the flesh, and for the fat of an of- 
fering that became impure in the Temple, whether it became 
impure unwittingly or whether it became impure intentionally, 
whether it was due to circumstances beyond his control or 
whether it was done willfully, whether it was in the framework 
of an individual offering or whether it was in the framework of 
a communal offering. And if it enters your mind that impurity 
is permitted in cases involving the public, why do I need the 
frontplate to effect acceptance? If the prohibition of impurity is 
permitted, no pardon is necessary. 


The Gemara responds that Rav Nahman could have said to you: 
When the baraita teaches that the frontplate effects acceptance 
it is not referring to the entire list of items cited in the baraita; it 
is referring to an individual offering brought in impurity, not to 
a communal offering. The communal offering is mentioned only 
in the sense that in that case too, impurity is permitted, albeit for 
a different reason. Or if you wish, say instead: Even if you say 
that the frontplate effects acceptance for a communal offering, it 
is only for those offerings that lack a fixed time. Rav Nahman 
concedes that with regard to those communal offerings that have 
no specific time fixed for their sacrifice, the prohibition of per- 
forming the service in impurity remains in effect and requires the 
acceptance effected by the frontplate. 


The Gemara raises an objection. It is stated: “And Aaron will 
gain forgiveness for the sin committed in the sacred things that 
the children of Israel shall hallow in all their sacred gifts, and it 
shall be always upon his forehead that they may be accepted favor- 
ably before the Lord” (Exodus 28:38). And for which sin does 
the frontplate gain forgiveness? If it is for the sin of piggul," an 
offering disqualified by the intention to sacrifice or eat it after the 
permitted time, it has already been stated: “And if it is eaten at 
all on the third day, it is piggul; it shall not be accepted” (Leviti- 
cus 19:7). There is no acceptance of an offering that became piggul. 
And if it is for the sin of notar, meat of an offering left after the 
permitted time for eating it passed, it has already been stated: 

“And if any of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace-offerings is 
eaten on the third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be 
credited to he who offered it” (Leviticus 7:18). 


HALAKHA 


For what does the frontplate worn by the High Priest ef- impurity. Even for offerings that were unfit to have their blood 
fect acceptance - 7%% YSI ma by: The frontplate effects sprinkled due to impurity, the frontplate effect acceptance after 
acceptance for individual and communal offerings sacrificedin the fact (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34). 


NOTES 


Piggul - Diya: Piggul represents a severe disqualifica- carrying the blood, and sprinkling the blood. If, during one 
tion of an offering, and one who eats from its meat is of these four rites, the priest declares his intention to sacri- 
liable to receive karet. Piggul may take effect during one fice the animal after its allotted time, the offering is irreversibly 
of the four sacrificial rites: Slaughter, receiving the blood, disqualified. 
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NOTES 


Which was exempted from its general prohibition in cases 
involving the public - 12°¥2 aban mmm: The phrase: 
From its general prohibition, means ‘that there are exceptions 
with regard to a particular halakhic principle. For example, the 
halakha prohibiting sacrifice of an offering in a state of impurity 
is overridden in cases involving the public. The principle is that 
a prohibition without exceptions is more severe than one with 
exceptions. 


This poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rav Sheshet - x77) 
now ab: Some versions of the Gemara omit this phrase. In fact, 
one commentary explains that this baraita poses a difficulty to 
the opinion of Rav Nahman, since his opinion is that impurity 
is permitted in matters involving the public, which obviates 
the need for the frontplate (Rabbi Elyakim; Dikdukei Soferim). 


It shall be always upon his forehead that they may be ac- 
cepted - iweb ‘wan: The punctuation of the verse links the 
word “always” to the phrase: “It shall be on his forehead,’ con- 
trary to the interpretation of the Gemara. This reading sup- 
ports Rabbi Shimon's opinion that perforce, “always” cannot be 
interpreted according to its plain meaning, and the frontplate 
effects acceptance independent of whether it is on the High 
Priest's forehead. 


Wearing the frontplate - x7 no: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
there is an amoraic dispute whether the High Priest wore the 
frontplate every day or only on Shabbat and Festivals. That 
dispute is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who says that the frontplate effects acceptance whether or 
not it is on the High Priest's forehead. 


Front and back view of the High Priest wearing the frontplate 


Doesn't he need to sleep - D2 ya xb +3: Some commentar- 
ies prove from this statement that the High Priest was permit- 
ted to wear the frontplate even when he was not in the Temple 
or engaged in Temple service. If that were not the case, the 
Gemara would have simply asked: Does the High Priest never 
leave the Temple? Similarly, why doesn’t Rabbi Shimon cite 
support for his opinion that the frontplate was not perpetually 
on the High Priest's forehead from the case of Yom Kippur, 
when he obviously does not have the frontplate on his fore- 
head? Perhaps Yom Kippur is an exception, as the High Priest 
is specifically commanded to remove the frontplate during 


the service. Therefore it does not contradict the word “always,” 


which here means whenever the High Priest is commanded to 
have the frontplate of his forehead (Leviyat Hen; Ohel Moshe). 
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Apparently, the frontplate gains forgiveness only for the sin of 
impurity, which was exempted from its general prohibition in 
cases involving the public.” This poses a difficulty to the opinion 
of Rav Sheshet," who said that the prohibition of impurity is over- 
ridden in cases involving the public, as the baraita clearly states 
that impurity is permitted. The Gemara responds: According to 
Rav Sheshet, the question of whether the prohibition of impurity 
is permitted or overridden in cases involving the public is the 
subject of a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a barai- 
ta: The frontplate effects acceptance whether it is on the High 
Priest’s forehead or whether it is not on the High Priest’s fore- 
head when the offering becomes impure. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Shimon. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: As long as it is on his forehead it effects ac- 
ceptance; if it is no longer on his forehead it does not effect 

acceptance." Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi Yehuda: The case of 
the High Priest on Yom Kippur can prove that your statement is 

incorrect, as on Yom Kippur when the High priest wears only four 

linen garments the frontplate is no longer on his forehead, and it 

still effects acceptance. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Leave the case of the High Priest on 
Yom Kippur, as the atonement of the frontplate is unnecessary 
because the prohibition of performing the Temple service in im- 
purity is permitted in cases involving the public. Learn by infer- 
ence that Rabbi Shimon holds that impurity is overridden in 
cases involving the public, and that is why the atonement of the 
frontplate is necessary. The dispute between Rav Sheshet and Rav 
Nahman is based ona tannaitic dispute, and the baraita cited above 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara proceeds to analyze the tannaitic dispute between 

Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yehuda. Abaye said: In a case where the 

frontplate broke, everyone, including Rabbi Shimon, agrees that 

the frontplate no longer effects acceptance. When they disagree 

is in a case where the frontplate is not on his forehead but is hang- 
ing on a peg. Rabbi Yehuda holds that the verse: “And it shall be 

on the forehead of Aaron and Aaron shall gain forgiveness for 

the sin committed in the sacred things” (Exodus 28:38) means that 

the frontplate atones for sin as long as it is on his forehead. 


And Rabbi Shimon holds that emphasis should be placed on the 
end of that verse: “It shall be always upon his forehead that they 
may be accepted" before the Lord.” From this, Rabbi Shimon 
derived that the frontplate always effects acceptance, even when it 
is not upon the High Priest’s forehead, as what is the meaning of 
the word always in the verse? If we say that it means that the front- 
plate must always be on the High Priest’s forehead,’ do you find 
that situation in reality? Doesn’t he need to enter the bathroom, 
when he must remove the frontplate bearing the name of God? 
Similarly, doesn’t he need to sleep," at which time he removes the 
priestly vestments? Rather, it means that the frontplate always 
effects acceptance, whether or not it is on his forehead. 


HALAKHA 


Which was exempted from its general prohibition in cases 
involving the public - naya aban mate: The frontplate 
effects acceptance for the impurity ‘of offerings that are eaten 
but not for the definite impurity of people, with the exception 
of impurity whose prohibition is overridden in matters involv- 
ing the public, for which the frontplate effects acceptance 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:7). 


When does the frontplate effect acceptance - m¥"va m2 


wyi: The Rambam rules in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda that the frontplate effects acceptance only 
when it is in place on the High Priest's forehead. This is con- 
sistent with the principle that the halakha is ruled in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in disputes with Rabbi 
Shimon. Although the Rambam ruled in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon with regard to impurity in cases 
involving the public, the two disputes are not linked (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:7 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehuda as well, isn’t it 
written: “Always”? Clearly it does not mean that the frontplate must 
always be on his forehead. The Gemara answers: That term: “Always,” 
teaches that the High Priest must always be aware that the frontplate 
is on his head, and that he should not be distracted from it. This 
is in accordance with the statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna, as 
Rabba bar Rav Huna said: A person must touch the phylacteries 
on his head" and on his arm each and every hour, to maintain aware- 
ness of their presence. This is derived by means of an a fortiori 
inference from the frontplate: 


Just as with regard to the frontplate, which has only one mention 
of God’s name, the Torah said: “It shall be always upon his fore- 
head,’ teaching that that he should not be distracted from it, with 
regard to phylacteries, which have numerous mentions of God’s 
name in their four passages from the Torah, all the more so" one 
may not be distracted from them. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Shimon, who says that 
the verse: “It shall be always upon his forehead,” teaches that the 
frontplate effects acceptance even when it is not on the High Priest’s 
forehead, isn’t it also written: “On his forehead... and shall gain 
forgiveness”? The Gemara answers: That verse comes to establish 
the place where the High Priest should position the frontplate, not 
to indicate that it effects acceptance only when it is on his forehead. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehuda, from where 
does he derive the halakha to establish the frontplate’s place on the 
High Priest’s forehead? The Gemara answers: He derives it from 
that which is written: “On his forehead.” The Gemara asks: And 
Rabbi Shimon, too, let him derive the placement of the frontplate 
from: “On his forehead.” The Gemara responds: Yes, it is indeed 
so; that is Rabbi Shimon’s source. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, if so, with regard to the verse: “On his 
forehead...and shall gain forgiveness,’ what does Rabbi Shimon 
do with that verse? The Gemara responds that Rabbi Shimon could 
have said to you: The frontplate that is intact and fit for placement 
on the High Priest’s forehead effects acceptance; that which is not 
fit for placement on the High Priest’s forehead does not effect ac- 
ceptance. This comes to exclude a case where the frontplate broke, 
in which case it does not effect acceptance. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehuda, from where 
does he derive the ruling that in a case where the frontplate broke 
it does not effect acceptance?’ The Gemara responds: He derives it 
from the fact that the Torah did not say forehead, and instead 
said his forehead, teaching that it must be fit for the forehead of the 
High Priest. And Rabbi Shimon does not learn anything from the 
difference between forehead and his forehead. 


NOTES 


All the more so — 7931 733 NNN by: See Tosafot, who chal- 
lenge this a fortiori inference. In Sefer Yere’im it is explained that 
the purpose of touching the phylacteries is to be constantly 
aware of them lest they fall and be trampled, in which case 
their leather casing would not protect them. That resolves the 
question asked by Tosafot as well. 


The frontplate that is fit for placement on the High Priest's 
forehead effects acceptance - 7xV3 nyo set: This state- 
ment is seen as the principal source for Rabbi Zeira's halakha 


that even with regard to actions that are not obligatory, if the 
action cannot be performed at all, failure to perform that action 
invalidates the matter. Here, according to Rabbi Shimon, the 
frontplate is effective even when not on the High Priest's fore- 
head; nevertheless, if it is broken, it does not effect acceptance 
(Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


From where does he derive the ruling that in a case where 
the frontplate broke it does not effect acceptance - 32W) 
mh NII YILT: At first glance this question seems unnecessary, 


HALAKHA 
A person must touch the phylacteries on his head - an 
vhona wawd TN: A person must frequently touch his 
phylacteries to maintain perpetual awareness of their pres- 
ence. One need not do so during prayer (Magen Avraham). 
With regard to what length of time constitutes a lapse of 
awareness, one may rely on the statements of Rabbeinu 
Yona and the Rosh that only idle conversation and the like 
constitute a lapse of awareness with regard to phylacteries 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 28:1). 


since Rabbi Yehuda holds that the frontplate effects acceptance 
only when it is on the High Priest's forehead, and a broken 
frontplate cannot be worn. Some commentaries suggest that 
the Gemara is asking how Rabbi Yehuda knows that the verse 
is teaching the position of the frontplate, and not that the 
frontplate must be whole. If he derives that it must be whole, 
Rabbi Yehuda is left without a source to teach that the front- 
plate must be on the High Priest's forehead (Josafot Yeshanim; 
Tosefot Rid; Tosefot HaRosh). 
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HALAKHA 


Sprinkling on the High Priest for Yom Kippur - by mM 
DaT o y>: The priests sprinkle the purification water 
on the High Priest on the third and seventh days of his se- 
questering prior to Yom Kippur, unless one of those days is 
Shabbat. The Rambam rules in accordance with the opinions 
of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:4 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


Sprinkling on the priest who burns the red heifer - 7x17 
MT me wa aaa by: The priests sprinkle the purification 
water on the priest who burns the heifer on the third and 
seventh days of his seven-day sequestering, lest he became 
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. This is a strin- 
gency instituted for the red heifer ceremony. The Rambam 
did not rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
as it was an individual opinion against Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Hanina, the deputy High Priest, as well as Rava (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Para Aduma 2:4). 


Immersion at its appointed time — Faaa Tya: A woman 
immersing after the conclusion of the seven clean days fol- 
owing her menstrual period is obligated to immerse at the 
appointed time if her husband is in town, in order to enable 
him to fulfill the mitzva of procreation. In general, however, 
here is no obligation to immerse at the appointed time 
(Torat HaShelamim). The Beit Yosef rules in accordance with 
he ruling of Rabbeinu Tam cited in the Tur and the ruling of 
Tosafot (Biur HaGra; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 197:2). 


One who had a sacred name of God written on his flesh — 
iwa by sina ow mi: A person who has a sacred name in- 
scribed on his skin may neither bathe, nor smear oil on his 

flesh, nor stand in a place of filth. In the event that he is 

obligated to immerse, he wraps a reed over the name and 

immerses. If he has no reed, he loosens his garments to 

avoid an interposition and makes certain not to stand naked 

in the presence of the Divine Name, in accordance with the 

opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Yesodei HaTorah 6:6). 


NOTES 


Purification from impurity imparted by a corpse - 71710 
a nxawia: One who becomes impure with impurity im- 
parted by a corpse must be sprinkled with a mixture of 
ashes from a red heifer and flowing water on the third and 
seventh days before immersing in a ritual bath. The Torah 
states: “He that touches the dead. ..shall be impure seven 
days; he shall purify himself on the third day and on the 
seventh day, and he shall be pure; but if he does not purify 
himself on the third day and the seventh day, he shall not 
be pure” (Numbers 19:11-12). 


Sprinkling for Yom Kippur - 01557 pi TNT: Some com- 
mentaries explain that there certainly is no debate with 
regard to the High Priest's purity on Yom Kippur itself, since 
it makes no difference whether he was sprinkled during 
all seven days or only on the third and seventh days. The 
dispute is with regard to the days of sequestering; Rabbi 
Meir maintains that he must be pure during those days as 
well (Ohel Moshe). 


BACKGROUND 

Reed - "723: The reed referred to in this context is probably an 
umbrella term for objects produced from the papyrus sedge 
plant, Cyperus papyrus L. This plant, which grows in streams 
and swamps, was used in various industries. Its outer, harder 
section was used in the weaving of mats, while paper was 
manufactured from its inner part in ancient Egypt and other 
countries. These soft inner parts were also converted into 
strips with which objects could be tied, and occasionally as 
a bandage for a wound. 
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§ The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the dispute between these 
tanna’im, Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, who disagree with 
regard to a case of impurity involving the public, is like the dis- 
pute between those tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: Both 
in this case of a High Priest prior to Yom Kippur" and in that case 
of a priest prior to burning the red heifer," on all seven days of 
his sequestering one sprinkles upon him purification water 
mixed with ashes from all the previous red heifer sin-offerings 
that were safeguarded there in the Temple. This is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. Since these priests may have become impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse at any point prior to their seques- 
tering, one sprinkles the water upon them during all seven days, 
as there is no certainty which are the third and seventh days." 

Rabbi Yosei says: One sprinkles the water upon him only on the 
third and seventh days, not on all seven, as sprinkling upon him 
twice is sufficient to purify him. 

Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, says: With regard to the 
priest who burns the heifer, one sprinkles the water upon him 
all seven days. However, with regard to the High Priest on Yom 
Kippur, one sprinkles the water upon him only on the third 
and seventh days." 


The Gemara clarifies: What, is it not with regard to this point that 
they disagree? Rabbi Meir holds: The prohibition against perform- 
ing the Temple service in a state ofimpurity is overridden in cases 
involving the public. Therefore, one sprinkles the water upon the 
priest all seven days to ensure purification. And Rabbi Yosei holds: 
The prohibition against performing the Temple service in a state 
of impurity is permitted in cases involving the public. Therefore, 
it may be sufficient to sprinkle the water on the third and the seventh 
days. 


This suggestion surprises the Gemara: And how can you under- 
stand the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in that manner? If Rabbi Yosei 
holds that impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted in cases in- 
volving the public, why do I need sprinkling at all? Rather, it must 
be that everyone, i.e., both tanna’im, holds that impurity imparted 
by a corpse is overridden in cases involving the public, and that is 
why sprinkling is necessary. 


And here the tanna’im disagree with regard to this matter. Rabbi 

Meir holds: We say that immersion at its appointed time" is a 
mitzva. Beginning with the moment that an impure person is eli- 
gible for immersion, whenever he immerses, even if he delays doing 
so, he is purified. Nevertheless, it is a mitzva to immerse as soon as 

one is eligible. It is similarly a mitzva to have the purification waters 

sprinkled as soon as the priest is eligible. Since there is concern that 
perhaps the High Priest became impure during the three days prior 
to his sequestering, there is an obligation to sprinkle him each day 
beginning with day one, since that might be the third day of his 

impurity. And Rabbi Yosei holds: We do not say that immersion 
at its appointed time is a mitzva, and the same is true with regard 

to sprinkling. Therefore, sprinkling on the third and seventh days of 
his sequestering is sufficient, despite their not necessarily being the 

third and seventh days of his impurity. 


And does Rabbi Yosei hold that we do not say that immersion at 
its appointed time is a mitzva? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With 
regard to one who had a sacred name of God written on his flesh," 
he may neither bathe, nor smear oil on his flesh, nor stand in a 
place of filth. If an immersion by means of which he fulfills a 
mitzva happened to present itself to him, he wraps a reed’ over 
God’s name and then descends and immerses, allowing the water 
to penetrate so that there will be no interposition between him and 
the water. Rabbi Yosei says: Actually, he descends and immerses 
in his usual manner, and he need not wrap a reed over the name, 
provided that he does not rub the spot and erase the name. 
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And we maintain that it is with regard to the issue of whether im- 
mersion at the appointed time is a mitzva that they disagree. The 
first tanna holds: We do not say that immersion at its appointed 
time is a mitzva. Therefore, one must wait to immerse until he pro- 
cures a reed with which to cover God’s name, even if it means delay- 
ing the immersion. And Rabbi Yosei holds: We say that immersion 
at its appointed time is a mitzva. Therefore, one must not delay the 
immersion until he procures a reed but must immerse immediately. 
The dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei was not based 
on whether or not immersion on time is a mitzva. Rather, it must be 
that everyone agrees that according to these tanna’im we say that 
immersion at its appointed time is a mitzva. 


And here they disagree with regard to this matter. Rabbi Meir 
holds: We equate sprinkling with immersion; just as immersion 
at its appointed time is a mitzva, so too, sprinkling at its appointed 
time is a mitzva. And Rabbi Yosei holds: We do not equate sprink- 
ling with immersion; although immersion at its appointed time is a 
mitzva, sprinkling at its appointed time is not. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, 
the deputy High Priest, why does he distinguish between sprinkling 
purification water on the High Priest before Yom Kippur and doing 
so to the priest before he burns the red heifer? If he equates sprin- 
kling with immersion, then one should sprinkle purification water 
all seven days even on the High Priest prior to Yom Kippur. If he 
does not equate sprinkling with immersion, then even on the priest 
who burns the red heifer one would also not sprinkle purification 
waters all seven days. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High 
Priest, does not equate sprinkling with immersion, and funda- 
mentally, one need not sprinkle purification water all seven days in 
either case. And with regard to the priest who burns the heifer, the 
Sages merely established a higher standard. This is one of the many 
stringencies that the Sages instituted with regard to the priest who 
burns the heifer in an attempt to underscore that the ritual must be 
performed in purity. 


The Gemara asks: With whose opinion, among the tanna’im cited 
above, does the following baraita that the Sages taught, correspond? 
The only difference between the priest who burns the heifer and 
the High Priest performing the service on Yom Kippur is 


that the sequestering of this High Priest prior to Yom Kippur is for 
the purpose of sanctity, i.e., to ensure that he appreciates the gravity 
of the occasion and to fill him with reverence in preparation for enter- 
ing the Holy of Holies. His brethren, the priests, may touch him, as 
the objective of his sequestering is unrelated to any concern of impu- 
rity. In contrast, the sequestering of that priest who burns the heifer 
is for the purpose of purity, and his brethren, the priests, may not 
touch him." In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is 
in accordance with the opinion of either Rabbi Meir or Rabbi Yosei. 
As, if it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, the 
deputy High Priest, isn’t there also this difference between the two 
priests: One sprinkles purification waters on the priest who burns the 
heifer all seven days that he is sequestered, whereas one sprinkles 
purification waters on the High Priest before Yom Kippur only on the 
third and seventh days? 


HALAKHA 
His brethren, the priests, may not touch him — yn prs 
ja pyy man: During the sequestering of the priest who 
will burn the heifer, no priests are allowed to touch him, 
lest they render him impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 2:1). 
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NOTES 
Sprinkling is prohibited by rabbinic decree — maw mg: 
The obvious question arises: Isn't there a halakhic principle 
that rabbinic decrees are not in effect in the Temple? In that 
case, why is sprinkling prohibited there on Shabbat? Some 


explain that several rabbinic decrees are violated in the pro- 
cess of sprinkling, e.g., the sprinkling itself, carrying the water, 


and others. Actions that entail violation of multiple decrees 
were not permitted in the Temple (Sha‘ar HaMelekh; Mitzpe 
Eitan; Mikhtav LeHizkiyahu). 


Seven days except for the fourth day — sa ab myw: 


The commentaries ask: What if the third day occurs on Shab- 


bat, precluding the possibility of sprinkling on that day? In 
that case, since there was no sprinkling on the third day, there 
can be no sprinkling on the seventh, and the High Priest will 
not be ritually pure on Yom Kippur. They answer that the 
obligation is not to sprinkle specifically on the third day. The 
obligation begins on the third day (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 


LANGUAGE 


Balvatei - mona: From the Greek PovAevtis, bouleutés, 


meaning councilman of the city or senator. 
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§ Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, strongly objects to the 
opinion that one sprinkles purification waters on the priest who 
burns the heifer all seven days because those days may be the 
third or seventh day of his impurity. Granted, on the first day of 
the seven one sprinkles the water, as perhaps it is the third day 
of his impurity; and on the second day of the seven one sprinkles 
the water, as perhaps it is the third day of his impurity, if he be- 
came impure the day before he was sequestered. The same is true 
for the third day; one sprinkles the water, as perhaps that is the 
third day of his impurity. By the same token, on the fifth day one 
sprinkles the water, as perhaps that is the seventh day of his 
impurity if he became impure two days before he was seques- 
tered. On the sixth day one sprinkles the water, as perhaps that 
is the seventh day of his impurity if he became impure the day 
before he was sequestered. On the seventh day one sprinkles the 
water, as perhaps that is the seventh day of his impurity. 


However, on the fourth day after he was sequestered, why do I 
require sprinkling at all? Neither with regard to the possibility 
that it may be the third day of his impurity is there uncertainty, 
since he has already been sequestered for three days, nor with 
regard to the possibility that it may be the seventh day of his 
impurity is there uncertainty, as even if it were, sprinkling would 
be useless because he did not have purification water sprinkled 
on him on the third day of his impurity. Nothing is accomplished 
by sprinkling the water on the priest on the fourth day. 


The Gemara asks: And according to your reasoning, is there 
ever sprinkling on the priest all seven days? Don’t we maintain 
that sprinkling is prohibited by rabbinic decree" issued to en- 
hance the character of Shabbat as a day of rest, and therefore, 
sprinkling does not override Shabbat." Rather, what have you 
to say? When it was instituted to sprinkle the water on the priest, 
it was for seven days except for Shabbat. Here too, say that 
sprinkling is performed for seven days except for the fourth day" 
of sequestering. 


Rava said: Therefore, with regard to the High Priest on Yom 

Kippur, where the matter of the beginning of the seven-day 
period is not dependent on us; rather, the matter is dependent 

on the determination of the first day of the new month, for that 
reason it is required to remove the High Priest from his home 

on the third of Tishrei, and whenever the third of Tishrei oc- 
curs on a weekday, we remove him from his house. Therefore, 
both on the fourth day of his sequestering and on Shabbat, no 

sprinkling is performed. However, with regard to the priest who 

burns the heifer, where the matter of the beginning of the seven- 
day period is dependent on us, we remove him from his home 

on the fourth day of the week, Wednesday, so that the fourth 

day of his sequestering will occur on Shabbat. In that way, sprin- 
kling will not be performed only one day of the seven, as the day 
on which sprinkling is prohibited will coincide with the day on 

which sprinkling is unnecessary. 


§ Having discussed the obligation to sequester the High Priest 
prior to Yom Kippur, the Gemara interprets the next matter in 
the mishna: The High Priest is removed from his house to the 
Chamber of Parhedrin. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda said: And was it called the Chamber of Parhedrin, the 
chamber for the annual royal appointees? Wasn’t it called the 


Chamber of Balvatei,' the chamber for ministers and council 
heads? 


HALAKHA 


Sprinkling does not override Shabbat — naw apit TNT px: 
The prohibition against sprinkling on Shabbat qualifies as a 
rabbinic decree issued to enhance the character of Shabbat 
as a day of rest. Consequently, the performance of sprinkling 


not override Shabbat. The priest who burned the heifer was 
therefore sequestered on a Wednesday so that the fourth day 
of his separation would coincide with Shabbat (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 2:5). 
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Rather, initially, during the era of Shimon HaTzaddik and his 
colleagues, who were rewarded with long lives due to their righ- 
teousness, they would call it the Chamber of Balvatei, a term 
connoting significance, since it was a place designated for the High 
Priest. However, because people were giving money in order to 
be appointed to the High Priesthood, the position was filled by 
unworthy individuals. Due to their wickedness, they did not sur- 
vive the year, and they were replaced every twelve months" like 
the parhedrin who are replaced every twelve months.® There- 
fore, the chamber was called disparagingly the Chamber of Par- 
hedrin. Since the High Priest was replaced every year, the new 
appointee would renovate the chamber to reflect his own more 
elaborate tastes. 


Apropos the Parhedrin chamber, the Gemara discusses a related 
halakha. We learned in a mishna there in tractate Demai: With 
regard to doubtfully tithed produce, i.e., produce purchased from 
an am haaretz with regard to whom there is uncertainty whether 
or not he tithed the produce, the Sages required bakers" to sep- 
arate only teruma of the tithe," which is one one-hundredth of 
the produce that is given to the priests, and halla, separated from 
the dough and given to priests." 


The Gemara asks: Granted, teruma gedola, which is equal to ap- 
proximately one-fiftieth of the produce and is given to a priest, 
need not be separated from doubtfully-tithed produce, as it was 
taught in a baraita: 


NOTES 


Replaced every twelve months - nw bs ADIK wah 
win wy: Rashi and other commentaries explain that it was 
the chamber that was replaced annually, as the High Priests 
were wicked and were interested in flaunting their wealth 
and power. 


Teruma of the tithe - wyn mana: Tosafot ask: Why wouldn't 
the am haaretz attempt to sell the teruma of the tithe rather 
than give it to the priests? After all, although an Israelite may 
not eat it, the priest cannot prove that it is his. Rashi and Josafot 
explain that this is not a concern because it is a minuscule 
amount of produce. In his commentary on tractate Sota 
Rashi writes that since such a sale is forbidden, the concern is 
that the am ha‘aretz might keep it in his house until he finds 
a buyer, and he might later forget that it is forbidden and 
come to eat it. 


Separating terumot and doubtfully tithed produce - nw157 
aTi niana: When one separates teruma and tithes from pro- 
duce from which itis certain those gifts were not yet separated, 
he does so in the following manner. First he separates teruma 
gedola, which is typically one-fiftieth of the crop, but may be 
more or less than that amount. The teruma is sacred and an 
Israelite may neither eat it nor derive benefit from it. Then he 
separates the first tithe, which is given to a Levite, who in turn 
separates one tenth, a tithe from the tithe, and gives it to a 


priest. That is teruma of the tithe, whose legal status is that of 
teruma. The remainder of the first tithe is the property of the 
Levite and is not sacred. 

The owner of the grain must separate an additional tithe 
from the crop, which he must bring to Jerusalem and eat 
there. This is known as second tithe. During the third and sixth 
years of the seven-year Sabbatical cycle, poor man's tithe is 
separated instead of second tithe. It is given to the poor, and 
like first tithe, it is not sacred. 

When one buys produce from an am haaretz, who is not 
meticulous in separating tithes, the concern arises that the 
seller did not tithe his produce, and it assumes the legal status 
of doubtfully tithed produce. The buyer separates first tithe 
but need not give it to a Levite. Since the tithe has no sanctity, 
the purchaser may keep it, because the burden of proof is 
incumbent upon the claimant and the Levite cannot prove 
unequivocally that the produce was not tithed. However, the 
purchaser must separate teruma of the tithe, which is sacred, 
and give it to a priest. 

Second tithe is also separated from doubtfully tithed pro- 
duce and taken to Jerusalem and eaten there. Poor man's tithe 
is likewise separated, but its legal status is identical to that 
of first tithe and it remains in the possession of the buyer. In 
certain circumstances, e.g., with regard to bakers, the Sages 
ruled leniently in the matter of doubtfully tithed produce. 


BACKGROUND 

Appointed for twelve months - win wy ow praia: The 
officials appointed in Rome and its districts were typically ap- 
pointed for one year, both when the appointments were official, 
e.g, the selection of senators, and when the appointments 
were personal appointments of the elected officials. Many offi- 
cials attempted to fill their private coffers with tax money they 
would extort from the community during their brief period in 
office. One of their methods was to impose levies on members 
of different professions beyond their legal obligations. Among 
these officials were appointees whose function was to monitor 
prices. These were a special category of parhedrin. 


HALAKHA 

Teruma of bakers — Dyainmat niana: In the case of doubt- 
fully tithed produce, the Sages required bakers to separate 
only teruma of the tithe. The baker would separate it in purity 
with the halla separated from the dough, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in the Jerusalem Talmud. The 
buyer is obligated to separate all tithes in accordance with the 
continuation of the mishna cited here (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Ma‘asrot 9:12). 
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NOTES 


The people were separating only teruma gedola - pxw 
aa mina mann xox pa: Some commentaries explain 
that the reason that even an am ha'aretz separated teruma 
gedola is that, by Torah law, one fulfills his obligation with 
a single grain. Even people who typically treat mitzvot with 
contempt would fulfill this simple mitzva (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 


The decree to separate tithes — niwwya nwt ma: The 
people were not diligent in the separation of tithes because 
one who eats teruma is punishable by death at the hand of 
Heaven, while one who wrongfully eats first tithe merely fails 
to fulfill a positive mitzva (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


With regard to second tithe let them separate - 2w Wy 
1w): Although it is prohibited ab initio, if one redeems even 
a significant amount of consecrated items in exchange for one 
peruta, it is an effective redemption. In that case, why shouldn't 
the bakers separate second tithe and then redeem it? Some 
answer that redemption of that kind is ineffective with regard 
to second tithe (Josafot Yeshanim). Others explain that the 
problem with that solution is that there may not be a peruta 
available when he needs it for redemption (Tosefot HaRosh). 


Eighteen High Priests — Doing Da Wy minw: See Tosafot, 
where several interpretations of this statement are suggested. 
Rav Ya'akov Emden has pointed out that it is difficult to cite 
proof from the book of Chronicles for the number of High 
Priests, since it is likely that there were other High Priests be- 
yond those listed. One example is Jehoiada the priest, who 
crowned King Joash. It is therefore unclear whether the list 
includes all the High Priests who served, and one can only rely 
on the rabbinic tradition. 


Deduct from the figure - D712 x¥: Certain notable High 
Priests are not listed here. Among them are Yehoshua ben 
Yehotzadak, the first High Priest during the Second Temple 
era, and Yohanan ben Narbai. Perhaps they were not listed 
because their terms were short (Tosafot Yeshanim) or because 
the duration of their service is unknown (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


Did not complete his year in office - inw wyi x: It is 
unlikely that all these High Priests were removed from their 
position while alive. Josephus claims that only three High 
Priests were forced from their positions (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 


HALAKHA 

The decree concerning doubtfully tithed produce — nm 
xaT: During the time of Yohanan the High Priest it was dis- 
covered that while the people observed the obligation to 
separate teruma gedola, they were lax with regard to separat- 
ing first and second tithes. It was therefore determined that 
only those people with the presumptive status of one who 
separates tithes could be trusted, while the crops of an am 
haaretz were suspected to be untithed. Produce purchased 
from an am ha‘aretz is characterized as doubtfully tithed pro- 
duce, which is tithed due to that uncertainty (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘asrot 9:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Royal appointees [pursei] — >": From the Greek Epopos, 
eforos, meaning supervisor or appointee. 


BACKGROUND 
Eighty years that Yohanan the High Priest served — Daing 
bina Jia pan» waww: Multiple sources make it clear that the Ge- 
mara does not mean that Yohanan Hyrcanus the Hasmonean 
held the position himself for eighty years. Actually, several 
members of the Hasmonean dynasty served as High Priests 
during those eighty years. 
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This is because Yohanan the High Priest sent emissaries through- 
out all the areas located within the borders of Eretz Yisrael to 
assess the situation and saw that the people were separating only 
teruma gedola" and were neglecting to separate tithes. Therefore, 
he issued a decree that anyone who purchases produce from an 
am ha‘aretz must be concerned about the possibility that it was 
not tithed and is required to tithe it." Since even an am haaretz 
separates teruma gedola, the bakers who purchased grain from 
them were not required to do so. 


And granted, bakers need not separate first tithe and poor man’s 
tithe" due to the principle: The burden of proof rests upon the 
claimant. Neither first tithe, given to Levites, nor poor man’s tithe, 
given to the poor, is sacred. It is merely the property of the Levite 
and the pauper, respectively. Since with regard to doubtfully 
tithed produce, by definition, there is no certainty that one is actu- 
ally required to tithe it, if the Levite or the pauper should seek to 
take possession of the gifts, they must first prove that in fact the 
produce was not tithed. However, with regard to second tithe, 
why are the bakers exempt? Let them separate" second-tithe from 
the produce, take it up to Jerusalem, and eat it in Jerusalem, 
which is the halakha with regard to anyone else who purchases 
doubtfully tithed produce. 


Ulla said: It is because these parhedrin, government appointees, 
beat the bakers throughout the entire twelve months of their 
tenure and tell them: Sell your baked goods cheaply, sell them 
cheaply. Since the officers insist that the bakers refrain from rais- 
ing their prices, the Sages did not further burden them with the 
exertion of separating second tithe from a large quantity of grain 
and taking it to Jerusalem, as they would be unable to raise their 
prices to cover the cost of the lost grain and the trip to Jerusalem. 
Since the presumptive status of the grain is that it was tithed, and 
the obligation to tithe doubtfully tithed produce is a stringency, 
the Sages exempted the baker from the obligation to do so. What 
is the meaning of parhedrin? These are royal appointees [pursei]' 
charged with performance of different tasks. 


§ Apropos the Second Temple period, when High Priests were 
frequently replaced, the Gemara cites that Rabba bar bar Hana 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “The fear of the Lord prolongs days, but the years of 
the wicked will be shortened” (Proverbs 10:27)? The fear of the 
Lord prolongs days; that is a reference to the First Temple, 
which stood for four hundred and ten years and in which only 
eighteen High Priests’ served, as is written in the lists of the 
genealogy of the priests in the Bible. 


But the years of the wicked will be shortened; that is a reference 

to the Second Temple, which stood for four hundred and twen- 
ty years and in which over three hundred High Priests served. 
In calculating the tenures of the High Priests, deduct from the 

figure" of four hundred and twenty years forty years that Shimon 

HaTzaddik served, and eighty years that Yohanan the High 

Priest served,’ ten years that Yishmael ben Pavi served, and 

some say eleven years that Rabbi Elazar ben Harsum served. 
These men were all righteous and were privileged to serve ex- 
tended terms. After deducting those one hundred and thirty or 
one hundred and forty-one years, go out and calculate from this 

point forward and conclude: Each and every one of the remain- 
ing High Priests did not complete his year in office," as the num- 
ber of remaining High Priests is greater than the number of years 

remaining. 
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§ Apropos the sins of the High Priests in the Second Temple, 
the Gemara cites that Rabbi Yohanan ben Torta said: Due 

to what reason was the Tabernacle in Shiloh® destroyed in 

the time of the prophet Samuel? It was destroyed due to the 

fact that there were two matters that existed in the Taber- 
nacle: Forbidden sexual relations and degradation of con- 
secrated items. There were forbidden sexual relations, as it 

is written: “Now Eli was very old and he heard what his sons 

were doing to all of Israel, how they lay with the women 

who did service at the opening of the Tent of Meeting” 
(1 Samuel 2:22). And although Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani 

said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Anyone who says that the 

sons of Eli sinned by engaging in forbidden sexual relations 

is nothing other than mistaken, even according to the alter- 
native interpretation of the verse that it was due to the fact 


that they deferred the sacrifice of their bird-offerings" by 
women after childbirth; nevertheless, the verse ascribes to 
them as if they lay with them. These women came to the 
Tabernacle to sacrifice doves or pigeons as bird-offerings as 
part of their purification process, which would permit them 
to engage in sexual relations with their husbands. Eli’s sons 
delayed the sacrifice of these offerings and thereby delayed 
the return of these women to their husbands and their fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva of procreation. Even though, according to 
this opinion, Eli’s sons did not actually engage in sexual rela- 
tions with these women, the verse attributes that degree of 
severity to their conduct. 


Eli’s sons also sinned in the degradation of consecrated items, 
as it is written: “Before the fat was made burned, the priest’s 
servant came and said to the man who sacrificed: Hand 
over some flesh to roast for the priest, for he will not take 
cooked flesh from you, but raw. And if the man said to him: 
Let the fat be burnt first and then take as much as you want, 
then he would say: No, hand it over right now, or I will take 
it by force. The sin of the young men against the Lord was 
very great, for the men treated the Lord’s offerings with 
contempt” (1 Samuel 2:15-17). 


§ The Tosefta continues with a discussion of the sins of the 
Jewish people over the generations: Due to what reason 
was the First Temple destroyed? It was destroyed due to 
the fact that there were three matters that existed in the 
First Temple: Idol worship, forbidden sexual relations, and 
bloodshed. Idol worship, as it is written: “The bed is too 
short" for stretching [mehistare’a], and the cover is too 
narrow for gathering” (Isaiah 28:20). 


BACKGROUND 
Shiloh - how: When the Jewish people entered Eretz Yisrael, 
they erected the Tabernacle in Gilgal. It was later moved to 
Shiloh, where it stood for 369 years. 


Tel Shiloh, believed to be the site of ancient Shiloh 


Ruins at Tel Shiloh 


NOTES 

They deferred the sacrifice of their bird-offerings - www 
}iPa"P ny: Even though technically a woman after childbirth is 
permitted to have conjugal relations with her husband even 
before bringing the offering, the women would wait at the 
Tabernacle to be present at the time that their offerings were 
sacrificed (Rabbi Elyakim). Others explain that the women 
of the time were particularly stringent and accepted upon 
themselves not to return to their husbands before the offerings 
were sacrificed (Me’iri). By preventing a woman from returning 
to her husband, they interfered with the relationship between 
husband and wife, which is tantamount to having relations 
with her. Some explain that since the sons of Eli detained the 
women, the women were forced to stay overnight and to sleep 
in the Tabernacle. When it says that they lay with the women, 
it means they slept in the same place as the women (Rabbi 
Yoshiya Pinto). 


The bed is too short — pxiait %9 +3: Why does the Gemara 
cite this verse, which requires interpretation, rather than any 
number of verses that testify to the existence of idolatry during 
the First Temple era? Perhaps it is because this verse explicitly 
expresses that the prophet was insistent about this sin (Josefot 
Ri HaLavan). Alternatively, perhaps this verse was cited be- 
cause it is an opportunity to teach a favored interpretation to 
it (Gevurat Ari). 
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NOTES 
Two counterparts — wY v7: Some explain that 
this phrase is used to avoid blasphemy. The two 
counterparts are two priests; one a priest of God 
and one a priest of Baal (Ben Yehoyada). 


They were wicked - 7 Dyw: That generation 
committed many sins for which they were not 


punished because they put their trust in God. 


They were punished only for violating the most 
severe prohibitions (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 
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What is the meaning of: “The bed is too short for stretching?” 
Rabbi Yonatan said: This bed is too short for two counter- 
parts [re’im]" to dominate [mehistarer]. Mehistare‘a is a con- 
traction of mehistarer re’im. It is inconceivable that there would 
be in one Temple both service of God and worship of the idol 
placed there by King Manasseh. 


What is the meaning of: And the cover [vehamasseikha] is too 
narrow [tzara] for gathering [kehitkannes]? Rabbi Shmuel 
bar Nahmani said that when Rabbi Yonatan reached this verse, 
he wept and said: For He about Whom it is written: “He gath- 
ers [kones] waters of the sea together as a heap” (Psalms 33:7), 
the idol [masseikha] became a rival [tzara]? In the homiletic 
interpretation, masseikha is interpreted as idol and tzara is in- 
terpreted as rival, as in the term used to describe the relationship 
between two women married to the same husband, isha tzara. 


With regard to forbidden sexual relations, it is written: “The 
Lord says because the daughters of Zion are haughty and 
walk with outstretched necks and wanton eyes, walking 
and mincing as they go and making a tinkling with their 
feet” (Isaiah 3:16). 

Because the daughters of Zion are haughty, indicates a tall 
woman walking alongside a short one so that the tall woman 
would stand out. 

And walk with outstretched necks, indicates that they would 
walk with upright stature and carry themselves in an im- 
modest way. 

And wanton eyes, indicates that they would fill their eyes with 
blue eye shadow in order to draw attention to their eyes. 
Walking and mincing as they go, indicates that they would 
walk in small steps, heel to toe, so onlookers would notice 

them. 

Making a tinkling [te‘akasna] with their feet, Rabbi Yitzhak 
said: This teaches that they would bring myrrh and balsam 
and place them in their shoes and would walk in the mar- 
ketplaces of Jerusalem. And once they approached a place 
where young Jewish men were congregated, they would 
stamp their feet on the ground and splash the perfume to- 
ward them and instill the evil inclination into them like 
venom ofa viper [ke’eres bikhos]. 


With regard to bloodshed it is written: “Moreover, Manasseh 
shed innocent blood very much, until he had filled Jerusalem 
from one end to another” (11 Kings 21:16). 


However, considering that the people during the Second Tem- 
ple period were engaged in Torah study, observance of mitzvot, 
and acts of kindness, and that they did not perform the sinful 
acts that were performed in the First Temple, why was the Sec- 
ond Temple destroyed? It was destroyed due to the fact that 
there was wanton hatred during that period. This comes to 
teach you that the sin of wanton hatred is equivalent to the 
three severe transgressions: Idol worship, forbidden sexual 
relations and bloodshed. 


The Gemara continues: They were wicked;" however, they put 
their faith in the Holy One, Blessed be He. With that statement 
we have come to the First Temple era, about which it is writ- 
ten: “Her chiefs judge for bribes, her priests give rulings for 
a fee, and her prophets divine for pay; yet they rely on the 
Lord, saying: The Lord is in our midst, no tragedy will over- 
take us” (Micah 3:11). At least the final portion of the verse was 
to their credit. Therefore, the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
brought upon them three decrees corresponding to their 
three wicked sins, as it is stated: “Therefore, due to you Zion 
will be plowed as a field, Jerusalem will become heaps of 
ruins, and the Temple Mount will be a like shrine in the 
woods” (Micah 3:12). 
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The Gemara asks: And in the First Temple era was there 

really no baseless hatred? Isn’t it written: “Cry and wail, son 

of man, for this will befall my people, this will befall all the 

princes of Israel: They will be cast before the sword together 

with my people, therefore strike the thigh” (Ezekiel 21:17)? 

Rabbi Eliezer interpreted this verse and said: These are peo- 
ple who eat and drink with each other, and stab each other 

with verbal barbs. Apparently, even those who were close 

were filled with hatred toward one another. 


The Gemara answers: That behavior was found only among 
the princes of Israel, as it is written: “Cry and wail, son of 
man, for this will befall my people”; and it was taught in a 
baraita: “Cry and wail, son of man, for this will befall my 
people”; one might have thought that this unsavory trait was 
common to all. Therefore, the verse states: “This will befall 
all the princes of Israel.” It was only the leaders of the nation 
who harbored baseless hatred for each other; the people of the 
nation as a whole did not hate one another. 


§ It was Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar who both said: In 
the case of the former, the people in the First Temple era, 
whose sin was exposed and no attempt was made to disguise 
their conduct, the end of their punishment was exposed, and 
the prophet informed them that they would return to their 
land in seventy years. In the case of the latter, the people in 
the Second Temple era, whose sin was not exposed; rather, 
they attempted to disguise their conduct, the end of their 
punishment was not exposed. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: The fingernails of the former are pref- 
erable to the belly’ of the latter. Reish Lakish said to him: 

On the contrary, the latter were superior; even though there 

is subjugation by the kingdoms, they are engaged in Torah 

study. Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: The Temple will 

prove that the former were superior, as it was restored to the 

former. The Second Temple was constructed after the destruc- 
tion of the first. However, after the destruction of the Second 

Temple, it was not restored to the latter. Apparently, the 

former were superior to the latter. 


Similarly, the Sages asked Rabbi Elazar: Are the former 
greater or are the latter greater? He said to them: Look to 
the Temple and see if it has been restored, as it was to our 
predecessors. Some say the exchange was slightly different: 
He said to them: The Temple is your witness." The restora- 
tion of the Temple after the destruction of the First Temple, 
attests to the fact that the former generation was greater. 


Reish Lakish was swimming in the Jordan River’ when 
Rabba bar bar Hana came and gave hima hand" to help him 
out. Reish Lakish said to him: My God! I hate you Babylo- 
nians, as it is written: “If she be a wall" we will build a silver 
turret upon her, if she be a door" we will cover her with 
boards of cedar” (Song of Songs 8:9). This is the meaning of 
the verse as it applies to the Jewish people: Had you rendered 
yourselves a solid bloc like a wall and all ascended to Eretz 
Yisrael in the days of Ezra, you would have been likened to 
silver, which rot does not infest, in the sense that you would 
have merited experiencing the Divine Presence in all its glory. 
Now that you ascended like doors, and only some of you 
came to Eretz Yisrael, you are likened to cedar, which rot 
infests, and you merit experiencing only partial revelation of 
the Divine Presence. 


NOTES 
The fingernails. . the belly — 1p°75...j115¥: Several interpretations 
were offered for this comparison. Some say that despite the fact 
that a fingernail is made for scratching and stabbing and a belly is 
soft, the sharp fingernails of the first generations were more pleas- 
ant than the soft bellies of the later ones (Or HaYashar). The imagery 
may be connected to the process of eating, when most of the food 
enters the stomach but some ends up under the fingernails. Even 
so, the fingernails of the earlier generations were preferable (Ben 
Yehoyada). The comparison apparently derives from the fact that 
both body parts are semicircles and differ merely in size. 


Look to [eineikhem] the Temple...the Temple is your witness 
[eideikhem] - nYa DDPy...D>py W: The difference between the 
two versions of the statement is based on the Jerusalem Talmud 
which states that the first Temple was mostly destroyed, but the 
Second Temple was completely razed to the ground following 
the Bar Kokheva rebellion. The punishment suffered by the later 
generations was worse than that of the earlier generations (Gevurat 
Ari). 


Gave hima hand - x7 mb a: The connection between the story 
and the statement is this: Rabba bar bar Hana helped Reish Lakish 
up, whereupon the latter said that his actions show the strength 
of the immigrants. Still, he complained that because the Jews did 
not come to Eretz Yisrael from Babylonia en masse, they weakened 
the entire nation (Li Lishua). 


Wall — main: A wall’s stones are connected to each other (Rabbi 
Elyakim), which makes it a strong and solid mass consisting of small 
components (Benayahu). 


Door -mb97 Few people can enter a door simultaneously. That rep- 
resents the small number of people who returned to Eretz Yisrael 
(Benayahu). 


BACKGROUND 
Jordan River — KITY: 


Jordan River in the area of the Jordan Park in northern Israel 
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Cedar [erez] - 19%: The geonim write that the Gemara men- 
tions the cedar because in Hebrew, erez evokes the word raz, 
meaning secret. The cedar tree is connected to prophecy, the 
revelation of secrets. 


Reish Lakish would not speak with him — *ynwi mn xd) 
mia wp ws: Tosafot explain that he would not have 
started a conversation. Tosafot Yeshanim writes that he would 
not have spoken to him casually. 


Cast a man between them — 17a K124 TW: This phrase 
suggests that there were three people involved in the inci- 
dent, and Reish Lakish spoke with the third individual (Ritva). 
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The Gemara asks: What rot infests cedar?" Ulla said: It is sasmagor," 

a type of worm. The Gemara asks: What does sasmagor have to do 
with the Divine Presence during the Second Temple era? Rabbi 
Abba said: Just as little remains from a cedar tree infested by this 
worm, similarly, all that remained from the Divine Presence during 
the Second Temple period was a Divine Voice, as it was taught in 
a baraita: After the last prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi 
died, the Divine Spirit of prophetic revelation departed from the 
Jewish people, and they were still utilizing a Divine Voice, which 
they heard as an echo of prophecy. 


The Gemara asks: And would Reish Lakish speak with Rabba bar 
bar Hana in public? Just as Rabbi Elazar, who was the master of 
Eretz Yisrael in wisdom and character, and nevertheless, Reish 
Lakish would not speak with him" in public, as Reish Lakish was 
sparing in his speech and extended friendship to only a select few 
prominent, righteous people, to the extent that a person to whom 
Reish Lakish was seen speaking in the marketplace, one would 
give him a loan and do business with him without witnesses; 
would he have spoken with Rabba bar bar Hana? 


Rav Pappa said: Cast a man between them," and say that the inci- 
dent did not involve Reish Lakish and Rabba bar bar Hana. It was 
either Reish Lakish bathing in the river and Ze’iri, the prominent 
Babylonian Sage, who extended him a hand, or it was Rabba bar 
bar Hana who was in the river and Rabbi Elazar extended a hand 
to him. In any event, when the Sage who heard what Reish Lakish 
said came before Rabbi Yohanan and related it, Rabbi Yohanan 
said to him: That is not the reason; even had they all ascended in 
the days of Ezra, the Divine Presence would not have rested in 
the Second Temple, as it is written: “God will enlarge Japheth, 
and dwell in the tents of Shem” (Genesis 9:27). 


Sasmagor - 33399: The Arukh explains that this is a worm 
that strikes fear into wood, from the verse “the worm [sas] 
shall eat them like wool" (Isaiah 51:8) and magor, meaning fear. 
Others explain that sasmagor means wood that has been filled 


with holes by a woodworm. 


Above: Beechwood, infested by the common woodworm. 
Diameter of the holes is about 1—1.5 mm. 


Left: Woodworms eating away at tree bark 
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The Gemara explains: Although God will enlarge Japheth, 
referring to the Persians, who descended from Japheth and 
who assisted in constructing the Second Temple, the Divine 
Presence rests only in the tents of Shem, in the First Temple, 
which was built by King Solomon without the patronage of a 
foreign power. 


§ The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the Per- 
sians descend from Japheth? The Gemara answers: As it is 
written: “The sons of Japheth were Gomer and Magog and 
Madai and Javan and Tuval and Meshech and Tiras” (Gene- 
sis 10:2). The Gemara explains: Gomer, that is Germamya;' 
Magog, that is Kandiya;' Madai, that is Macedonia; Javan, 
in accordance with its plain meaning, Greece; Tuval, that is 
the nation called Beit Unaiki;| Meshech, that is Musya.! 
With regard to Tiras, Rabbi Simai and the Rabbis disagree, 
and some say the dispute is between Rabbi Simon and the 
Rabbis: One said: That is Beit Teraiki,! and one said: That 
is Persia. According to that approach, Persia is listed among 
the descendants of Japheth. Rav Yosef taught: Tiras is Persia. 


The list of nations continues: “And Sabtah and Raamah and 
Sabteca” (Genesis 10:7). Rav Yosef taught: These are the 
inner Sakistan! and the outer Sakistan. Between one and 
the other there was a distance of one hundred parasangs, and 
the circumference of the land was one thousand parasangs. 


The Gemara continues interpreting the verses. It is stated: 
“And the beginning of his kingdom was Babel, and Erech, 
and Accad, and Calneh, in the land of Shinar” (Genesis 10:10). 
Babel in accordance with its plain meaning, Babylonia; 
Erech, that is the city known then as Orikhut; and Accad, 
that is the place known then as Baskar; Calneh, that is Nofer 
Ninefi. 


The Torah continues: “Out of that land went forth Asshur” 
(Genesis 10:11). Rav Yosef taught: Asshur, that is Silek,! 

meaning that is the region where the town Silkiya was built. 

“And built Nineveh and Rehoboth-ir and Calah” (Genesis 

10:11). Nineveh, in accordance with its plain meaning; Re- 
hovoth-ir, that is the town later known as Perat of Meishan; 

Calah, that is Perat of Bursif. “And Resen between Nineveh 

and Calah, it is the great city” (Genesis 10:12). Resen, that 

is the town later known as Akteisfon.' It is the great city; I 

do not know whether this means that Nineveh is the great 

city, or whether it means that Resen is the great city. When 

it says: “And Nineveh was a great city of God, a three-day 

journey across” (Jonah 3:3), you must say that Nineveh is 

the great city. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the interpretation of names 
in the Bible. The Torah says: “And there were Ahiman, She- 
shai, and Talmai, the children of Anak” (Numbers 13:22). It 
was taught: Ahiman was so called because he was the greatest 
and most skillful [meyuman] of his brothers. Ahiman is a 
contraction of brother [ah] and right [yamin], which is the 
skilled hand. Sheshai was so called because he renders the 
ground like pits [shehitot]" with his strides. Talmai was so 
called because he renders the ground filled with furrows 
[telamim] with his strides. Alternatively: Ahiman built the 
city of Anat; Sheshai built the town Alush; Talmai built the 
city of Talbush. The children of Anak is referring to the fact 
that it appears that the sun is a necklace [shema‘anikin] 
around their necks because of their height. 


LANGUAGE 
Germamya — "2/973: Apparently a reference to the region of 
Garamnea in northern Assyria, near Armenia. 


Kandiya — «tap: The variant reading, Gutia, is probably more 
accurate. It is a reference to the land of the Goths in Asia Minor. 


Beit Unaiki — "1% ma: From the Bithynia region in Asia Minor. 


Map of Asia Minor showing the location of Moesia, Thrace, and Bithynia 


Musya — Dn: Referring to the land of Moesia, which is north 
of Thrace. 


Beit Teraiki — 791M Ma: Referring to the land of Thrace in north- 
ern Greece. 


Sakistan — ppo: This word refers to Sistan, a region in present- 
day eastern Iran and southern Afghanistan which constituted an 

enormous province in the Sassanid Empire. Sistan was the ancient 
homeland of the Saka people, a Scythian tribe, and it held special 

significance in Zoroastrianism. 


Silek - porn: This is short for the important city of Seleucia situ- 
ated on the Tigris River. 


Akteisfon — jiapypx: This is the metropolis Ctesiphon on the 
Tigris, across the river from the city of Seleucia which is in modern- 
day Iraq. 


p 


Arch of Ctesiphon, the only remaining structure from ancient Ctesiphon 


NOTES 
Sheshai was so called because he renders the ground like pits — 
DINNws yI NX PAW ww: Rashi is surprised at this homiletic 
interpretation, since it does not fitthe name Sheshai well. Instead, 

he suggests that the Gemara means that Sheshai was as heavy 

as marble [shayish], which is more similar to his name. It was his 

heavy weight that rendered the ground full of holes like pits. That 
is the interpretation in the midrash as well. 
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NOTES 


That is the King’s decree - x7 bn mya: Some commentaries 
explain that the fall of the Persians was decreed to expose the 
truth with regard to their ostensible graciousness manifest 
in the rebuilding of the Temple. According to the Gemara in 
tractate Rosh HaShana, the Persians built the Second Temple 
in a manner that would facilitate its later destruction. Once 
they are conquered, it will serve as a clear indication that they 
are no better than the Romans, who actually destroyed the 
Temple (Ben Yehoyada). 


HALAKHA 


Mezuzot on the Temple Mount - mai va nia: The cham- 
bers, courtyards, synagogues, and houses of study on the 
Temple Mount were exempt from the mitzva of mezuza be- 
cause they were not residences. None of the Temple gates had 
a mezuza except for the gate of Nicanor and the one inside 
it. In addition, the Parhedrin chamber, where the High Priest 
resided before Yom Kippur, was required to have a mezuza 
affixed(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mezuza 6:6). 
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§ Apropos the opinion that Tiras is Persia, the Gemara ad- 
dresses a related matter. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said that 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: Rome is destined to fall into the 
hands of Persia, as it is stated: “Now hear the plan that the 
Lord has devised for Edom, and the thoughts He has con- 
sidered for the residents of Teiman. Surely the youngest of 
the flock will drag them away, surely their habitation will 
be appalled due to them” (Jeremiah 49:20). 


Rabba bar Ulla strongly objected to this. From where may 
it be inferred that this phrase: Youngest of the flock, is Per- 
sia? It is as it is written: “The ram that you saw sporting two 

horns are the kings of Media and Persia” (Daniel 8:20), and 

the ram is a member of the flock mentioned in the verse. Still, 
howis that proof? And say that youngest of the flock refers to 

Greece, who will overthrow Rome, as it is written: “The goat 

is the king of Greece” (Daniel 8:21). The goat, too, could be 

characterized as a member of the flock. 


When Rav Haviva bar Surmakei ascended from Babylonia 
to Eretz Yisrael, he stated this difficulty before a certain one 
of the Sages. That Sage said to him: One who does not know 
howto interpret verses is so arrogant that he raises an objec- 
tion to the opinion of the great Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? Indeed, 
Rabba bar Ulla misunderstood the basis of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s interpretation. What is the meaning of the phrase: 
The youngest of the flock? It means the youngest of the 
brothers, a reference to Persia, as Rav Yosef taught: Tiras, 
the youngest of Japheth’s sons, that is Persia. 


Similarly, Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said 

in the name of Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Elai: Rome is 

destined to fall into the hands of Persia. This is derived by 
means of an a fortiori inference: Just as the First Temple, that 

the descendants of Shem built it and the Chaldeans de- 
stroyed it, and in turn the Chaldeans, ruled by Belshazzar, 
fell to Persians, ruled by Darius the Mede and his son-in-law 
Cyrus the Persian; the Second Temple, that the Persians 

built it and the Romans destroyed it, is it not right that the 

Romans will fall into the hands of the Persians? 


In contrast, Rav said: Persia is destined to fall into the hands 
of Rome. Rav Kahana and Rav Asi, Rav’s students, said to 
Rav: The builders will fall into the hands of the destroyers? 
Is that justice? He said to them: Although it seems unjust, 
yes, that is the King’s decree." Some say that he said this to 
them: They, too, are destroyers of synagogues, and they are 
no better than the Romans. 


That was also taught in a baraita: Persia is destined to fall 
into the hands of Rome. One reason is that they destroyed 
synagogues. And furthermore, it is the King’s decree that 
the builders will fall into the hands of the destroyers, as Rav 
Yehuda said that Rav said: The son of David will come only 
when the wicked kingdom of Rome spreads its dominance 
throughout the world for nine months, as it is stated: 
“Therefore He will give them up until she who is to bear has 
borne; then the remnants of his brethren will return with 
the children of Israel” (Micah 5:2). The duration of Rome’s 
rule over the world will be the duration of a pregnancy, nine 
months. 


§ The Gemara resumes the discussion of the High Priest’s 
relocation to the Parhedrin chamber. The Rabbis taught: 
None of the chambers in the Temple had a mezuza except 
for the Chamber of Parhedrin, in which there was a place of 
residence of the High Priest." Only residences in which one 
sleeps require a mezuza, and the only chamber in the Temple 
that fits that description was the Parhedrin chamber. 
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Rabbi Yehuda said: That is not the reason; after all, weren’t there 
several chambers in the Temple in which there was a place of 
residence designated for priests to sit and sleep, and yet they 
did not have a mezuza? Rather, the mezuza in the Chamber of 
Parhedrin was there because there was a rabbinic decree. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda" that there was no fundamental obligation to affix a 
mezuza in the Parhedrin chamber, and that one was affixed there 
due to a decree? Rava said that Rabbi Yehuda holds: The legal 
status of any house that is not designated for residence both 
for the summer and for the rainy season is not that of a house 
and therefore does not require a mezuza. Abaye raised an objec- 
tion to his opinion from a verse. How could you suggest that the 
legal status of a residence occupied for only part of the year is 
not that of a house? Isn’t it written: “I will strike the winter- 
house with the summer-house” (Amos 3:15)? Apparently, even 
a residence occupied only half the year is a house. Rava said to 
him: A residence occupied only part of the year may be called 
the winter-house or the summer-house. It is not called a house 
unmodified. A house is a structure used year round. 


Abaye raised a different objection to the opinion of Rava, from 
a mishna: If one brought produce from the field into the sukka 
that he constructed for the festival of Sukkot on the festival of 
Sukkot, Rabbi Yehuda obligates him to tithe the produce and 
the Rabbis exempt him from tithing the produce. And it was 
taught concerning the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda obligates the 
owner of that sukka to include the sukka in the joining of court- 
yards, like any of the houses in the courtyard; and in the mitzva 
of affixing a mezuza in the sukka;" and in separating tithes from 
produce brought into the sukka. One is obligated to tithe his 
produce only when its processing has been completed. When 
he brings the produce into the house, he is obligated to tithe it. 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that the legal status of a sukka, in which one 
resides for a mere seven days, is that of a house in terms of the 
mitzva of mezuza. 


And if you say that Rabbi Yehuda rules that by rabbinic law the 
status of the sukka is like that of a house, but that by Torah law his 
opinion is consistent with Rava’s opinion, granted, with regard 
to the joining of courtyards and mezuza, it is possible to say that 
the obligation is by rabbinic law; however, with regard to tithes, 
is it possible to say that according to Rabbi Yehuda the obligation 
is by rabbinic law? 


In that case, there is the concern lest one come to separate tithes" 
from the obligated produce to fulfill the obligation for the ex- 
empt produce," or from the exempt produce to fulfill the obliga- 
tion for the obligated produce. Produce that one is obligated to 
tithe by rabbinic law has the status of exempt produce by Torah 
law. Since it is difficult to distinguish between produce that one 
is obligated to tithe by Torah law and produce that one is obli- 
gated to tithe by rabbinic law, one might seek to fulfill his obliga- 
tion by separating tithes from one for the other. In both cases, 
both the produce designated as a tithe and the produce for which 
it was tithed would retain the status of untithed produce. There- 
fore, Rabbi Yehuda could not have said that a sukka is considered 
a house by rabbinic law." 


NOTES 


What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda — x12 
TTT 2277 Kayv: Indeed, one could ask why the Rabbis 
maintain that the other chambers did not require a mezuza. 
Perhaps, although the other chambers were populated by 
priests day and night, they were not designated as resi- 
dences and therefore did not require a mezuza. The Parhedrin 
chamber, on the other hand, was designated for the purpose 
of housing the High Priest, which supports the reasoning 
of the Rabbis more than the distinction of Rabbi Yehuda 
(Siah Yitzhak). 


HALAKHA 


A sukka during the Festival — 3a anit n2: A sukka is ex- 
empt from a mezuza even during the Festival when one 
resides therein, because it is not a permanent dwelling 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 286:11). 


ots ——————————— 
Lest one come to separate tithes — ronan Ka xen: 
Tosafot are surprised by this concern since the Sages institut- 
ed an obligation to tithe in many cases where this problem 
was not a source of concern. Tosafot therefore distinguish 
between cases where confusion is likely and those where 
itis unlikely. Some commentaries explain that the Gemara’s 
point is: If this is indeed a rabbinic ordinance, the tanna 
should have emphasized that fact to avoid misunderstand- 
ing (Ohel Moshe). 


Tithing from the obligated produce to fulfill the obliga- 
tion for the exempt produce - swanby ayn ya: In Tosafot 
Yeshanim the following question is raised: Although there is 
no Torah obligation to tithe this produce, it is not entirely 
exempt, and if tithes were taken, they would be considered 
tithes. Why then, does the Torah refer to this produce as 
exempt? The answer is that even though in this case the tithe 
is a legitimate tithe, there are cases in which the produce is 
entirely exempt from tithing, which is the concern of the 
Gemara (see Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


Rabbi Yehuda’s reasoning - 7717? 131 by inyo: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, the rationale for Rabbi Yehuda’ opinion 
is that the entire Temple is exempt from mezuza, as the 
mitzva does not apply in any structure that is publicly owned 
or sacred, with the exception of the Parhedrin chamber. The 
commentaries debate why the Babylonian Talmud did not 
include this point. 
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Rather, Abaye said: The dispute with regard to the mezuza in 
the Parhedrin chamber must be explained differently. During 
the seven days that the High Priest lives in the Parhedrin cham- 
ber during his sequestering, everyone agrees that the chamber 
is obligated in the mitzva to affix a mezuza there. When they 
disagree is with regard to the rest of the days of the year, when 
no one resides there. The Rabbis hold: We issue a decree and 
require that a mezuza be affixed during the rest of the year due 
to those seven days that the High Priest lives there; and Rabbi 
Yehuda holds: We do not issue that decree, and there is no 
obligation to affix a mezuza to the chamber the rest of the year. 


Rava said to him: But isn’t it taught in the mishna cited above: 
The sukka that he constructed for the festival of Sukkot on the 
festival of Sukkot? Apparently, contrary to the opinion of Abaye, 
the dispute is whether or not there is an obligation to affix a 
mezuza to the sukka during the Festival itself. If, as Abaye said, 
the tanna’im agree that there is an obligation to affix a mezuza 
during the festival of Sukkot even though it is used for only a 
brief period, on what basis do the Rabbis rule that there is no 
obligation even on the Festival itself? 


Rather, Rava said: During the rest of the days of the year, 
everyone agrees that the Parhedrin chamber is exempt from 
the obligation to affix a mezuza there. When they disagree is 
with regard to the seven days that the High Priest lives there, 
and with regard to a sukka during the Festival. And in order to 
resolve the contradiction between the opinions about the obli- 
gation of the chamber and of the sukka, the Gemara asserts: 
With regard to the sukka the reason is discrete, and with regard 
to the chamber the reason is discrete. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to sukka, the reason is dis- 
crete. Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his standard line of reasoning, 
as he said: In order to fulfill the mitzva of sukka, we require a 

well-built permanent residence. A permanent residence is ob- 
ligated in the mitzva of mezuza. The Rabbis conform to their 
standard line of reasoning, as they say: In order to fulfill the 

mitzva of sukka, we require a temporary residence, not a full- 
fledged house. A temporary residence is not obligated in the 

mitzva of mezuza. 


And similarly, with regard to the chamber, the reason is dis- 
crete. The Rabbis hold: A residence in which one resides in- 
voluntarily" is nevertheless considered a residence. Although 
the High Priest resides in the Parhedrin chamber due to a mitz- 
va and not of his own volition, its legal status is that of a resi- 
dence and a mezuza must be affixed. And Rabbi Yehuda holds: 
A residence in which one resides involuntarily is not consid- 
ered a residence. Therefore, there should be no obligation to 
affix a mezuza in the Parhedrin chamber, just as there is no obli- 
gation to do so in the other Temple chambers in which priests 
reside. However, the Sages instituted this obligation by rab- 
binic law so that people will not say: The High Priest is im- 
prisoned in jail, as only in substandard residences that appear 
unfit for residence is there no obligation to affix a mezuza. 


Who is the tanna who taught the following baraita? As the 
Sages taught: 


NOTES 


A residence in which one resides involuntarily -ya myI considered an involuntary residence, because one's family 
Ana: According to Rabbi Yehuda, why is a sukka obligatedin joins him there (Tosefot HaRosh; Tosafot Yeshanim). Another 
the mitzva of mezuza considering that one does not residein reason that a sukka is not considered an involuntary residence 
a sukka of his own volition? The answer is that a sukka is not is that it can be erected wherever one chooses (Ohel Moshe). 
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All the gates that were there on the east side of the Temple court- 
yard did not have a mezuza except for the Gate of Nicanor,’ as 
in the courtyard just inside the gate was the Chamber of Par- 
hedrin, in which there is an obligation to affix a mezuza. Therefore, 
a mezuza was affixed to the gate as well. 


Let us say that the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis and not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
as, if it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, a 
difficulty arises. The principle is that decrees are issued only to 
prevent violation of a Torah prohibition. The fact that a mezuza 
was affixed to the Parhedrin chamber itself is due to a rabbinic 
decree, and will we then proceed to issue a decree to affix a 
mezuza on the gate before the chamber in order to prevent viola- 
tion of the existing decree? The Gemara rejects this reasoning: 
Even if you say that the baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, it is not difficult, as the entire obligation to affix 
the mezuza on both the chamber and the gate is the result of a 
single decree. 


§ Apropos the mezuza in the High Priest’s chamber, the Gemara 
discusses other halakhot of mezuza. The Sages taught with regard 
to the verse: “And you will write them upon the doorposts of your 
houses and upon your gates” (Deuteronomy 6:9): With regard 
to the gates of houses, and the gates of courtyards,” and the 
gates of cities," and the gates of towns, all of them are obligated 
in the mitzva of mezuza in that place, due to the fact that it is 
stated: “And you will write them" upon the doorposts of your 
houses and upon your gates.”4 


Abaye said to Rav Safra: If there is an obligation to affix a mezuza 
on city gates, with regard to those city gates [abbulei]' of 
Mehoza," a city with a Jewish majority, what is the reason that 
the Sages did not affix a mezuza on them? Rav Safra said to him: 
Those gates are not the city gates. They are made as reinforcement 
to the fort [akra]! of turrets above the gate, and therefore no 
mezuza is required. Abaye said to him: And shouldn't the fort of 
turrets itself require a mezuza, since there is a residence for the 
prison guard in the fort? As, wasn’t a similar case taught in a ba- 
raita: A synagogue in which there is a residence for the syna- 
gogue attendant requires a mezuza?" Although no one lives in 
the synagogue itself, since the attendant lives in an adjacent room, 
the synagogue requires a mezuza. 


HALAKHA 


Gates requiring a mezuza - mwaa DXI DWP: Gates of 
houses, courtyards, cities, and townships. are obligated i in the 
mitzva of mezuza if Jews live there, but not when only gentiles 
live there (Rema, based on Mordekhai and Akeida). A woman's 
house, a house that is jointly owned, a storehouse for wine or 
oil, and a cattle barn all require a mezuza. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Kahana, since Rav Yehuda’'s opinion is 
rejected. That is the ruling of the Rosh and others, contrary to 
the opinion of the Rambam (Vilna Gaon). In modern times, the 


custom is not to affix a mezuza to a barn, perhaps because it 


is filthy (Pithei Teshuva, based on Yad Ketana; Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh De‘a 286:1). 


Obligation of a synagogue in the mitzva of mezuza - 3»m 
mga NDI Ma: A synagogue requires a mezuza if someone 
lives there. Even if no one lives there, it is customary to affix 
a mezuza on the doorpost, even though the synagogue is 
technically exempt (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 286:3). 


BACKGROUND 


The Gate of Nicanor — 713793 Ww: This was the eastern en- 
trance to the Temple courtyard, and it differed from the other 
gates in the Second Temple in that it was made of bronze. 
Healed lepers would stand at the gate, and it was there that 
their thumbs were anointed with oil when they were purified. 


Gate of Nicanor, at the top of the stairs in the center 


NOTES 
The gates of courtyards — nivyn ww: From this statement it 
appears that all gates require mezuzot: Gates of houses, court- 
yards, or cities. Other sources clarify that the obligation to affix 
mezuzot on courtyard and city gates stems from the fact that 
they lead to houses (Josafot Yeshanim). 


Gates of cities [medinot] - nix ta "ww: The author of the 
Ma‘adanei Melekh questions Rashi's explanation of the term 
medinot as states, because according to that explanation the 
sequence of the gates listed in the Gemara is not a logical one. 


It is stated: And you will write them - oman) vaxaw: Why 
is the phrase: Upon your gates, repea ed at the end of the 
baraita after it was already cited at the beginning? Perhaps the 
first citation is from the verse in the first paragraph of Shema 
(see Deuteronomy 6:9), and the second is from the verse in 
the second paragraph of Shema (see Deuteronomy 11:20). The 
basis for the derivation is in fact the repetition of the term: Your 
gates, in both paragraphs (Josafot Yeshanim; Even Shlomo). 


City gates of Mehoza — xtiniat bax: t must be that these 
gates were not the primary point of entrance and exit of the 
city. Either it was partially unwalled or it had additional en- 
trances (Tosefot Rid). 


LANGUAGE 
City gates [abbulei] - bay: Rav Binyamin Mosafya and oth- 
ers explain that this term comes from the Greek ëußoñog, 
embolos, meaning a portico or a stopper. It is likely, however, 
that its root is the Syrian abula, and it is possibly related to the 
Hebrew uval, meaning stream (see Daniel 8:2). 


Fort [akra] 
fortress. 


— XIPK: From the Greek xpa, akra, meaning 
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NOTES 
The mezuza of an individual and the mezuza of the public - 
ma nti PM Na: Rashi explains that the difference between 
he halakhot is based on a reluctance to inconvenience the public. 
Others explain that a mezuza belonging to the public is naturally 
subject to greater scrutiny, as a large number of people pass 
by and will notice any problems with it. An individual's mezuza 
garners less attention and therefore must be examined more 
often (Eshkol). Yet others link the leniency with regard to a mezuza 
belonging to the public with the danger involved in examining 
it, as evidenced by the incident related immediately thereafter in 
he Gemara (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 


The status of places where women adorn themselves is subject 
to a dispute between tanna’‘im - x7 xan NipwPpNa: Rav Kahana 
could have resolved the difficulty just as Rav Yehuda did with 
regard to bathing. However, since he proves that it is a tannaitic 
dispute, there was no need to explain the baraitot in that manner 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


_ HALAKHA 
Examination of mezuzot — nina nTa: A mezuza on a private 
house is examined twice every seven years, whereas a mezuza 
belonging to the public, e.g., a mezuza on city gates, is examined 
twice every fifty-year Jubilee period (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
2911). 


A storehouse for hay...and a storehouse - H...JA7 ma 
niir: A storehouse for hay, a cattle barn, and a woodshed 
are obligated in the mitzva of mezuza. However, if women bathe 
there, these places are exempt from the mitzva of mezuza in defer- 
ence to the sanctity of the mezuza. This distinction is significant 
only in these buildings; a residence requires a mezuza even if a 
woman lives there (Magen Avraham, citing Maharil). This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Kahana and is accepted 
by the Rif, and the Tur based on the Rosh (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 286:2). 


LANGUAGE 
Examiner [artavin] - jaw: Some read this as atrivin, associated 
with the Latin tribunus, meaning tribune. Others read it as Artavan, 
a Persian forename, which was the name of the examiner. A third 
suggestion is that it is from the Greek dptiwyv, artion, meaning 
inspector. 


Official [kasdor] - 
kind of magistrate. 


iAP: From the Latin quaestor, meaning a 


Reenactor of a Roman official 
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Rather, Abaye said: The reason that no mezuza was affixed 
there was due to the danger involved. The gates of a city popu- 
lated by Jews certainly require a mezuza; however, since gentiles 
live there as well, the danger is that the gentiles would suspect 
the Jews of witchcraft or espionage, as it was taught in a baraita: 
The mezuza belonging to an individual is examined twice 
every seven years to determine whether it was stolen or became 
disqualified. And in order to avoid excessive burden on the 
community, the mezuza belonging to the public’ is examined 
twice in a fifty-year Jubilee period." 


And Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident involving an 
examiner [artavin],' who was examining mezuzot in the up- 
per marketplace of Tzippori during a period when decrees 
were issued against the Jewish people, and a Roman official 
[kasdor]' found him and collected a fine of one thousand zuz 
from him. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t Rabbi 
Elazar say that those on the path to perform a mitzva are not 
susceptible to harm throughout the process of performing the 
mitzva? The Gemara responds: In a place where danger is per- 
manent it is different, as one should not rely on a miracle, as it 
is written with regard to God’s command to Samuel to anoint 
David as king in place of Saul: “And Samuel said: How will I 
go, and Saul will hear and kill me; and God said: Take in your 
hand a calfand say: I have come to offer a sacrifice to God” (1 
Samuel 16:2). Even when God Himself issues the command, 
there is concern with regard to a clear and present danger. 


§ Rav Kahana taught a baraita before Rav Yehuda: A store- 
house for hay, and a cattle barn, and a woodshed, and a store- 
house" are exempt from the obligation of mezuza, due to the 
fact that the women make use of them. And what is the mean- 
ing of the term: Make use? It means that the women bathe in 
them. Since women bathe there unclothed, it is inappropriate 
to affix a mezuza there. Rabbi Yehuda said to him: The reason 
that there is no requirement to affix a mezuza there is due to the 
fact that women bathe there; one can learn by inference that 
standard buildings of this kind, where women do not bathe, are 
obligated in the mitzva of affixing a mezuza there. But wasn’t it 
taught in a different baraita: A cattle barn is exempt from the 
obligation of mezuza, unrelated to whether or not women bathe 
there? 


Rather, the term should be understood otherwise. What is 
the meaning of the term: Make use? It means that the women 
adorn themselves there, and this is what the baraita is teaching: 
Although these structures are solid and clean to the extent that 
the women adorn themselves in them, they are exempt from 
the obligation of mezuza since they are not residences. Rav 
Kahana said to him: Are you saying that structures where 
the women adorn themselves are exempt from the mitzva of 
mezuza? But wasn’t it taught in a different baraita: A cattle 
stable is exempt from the obligation of mezuza, and a barn in 
which women adorn themselves is obligated in the mitzva of 
mezuza? 


Rather, what have you to say, that with regard to the require- 
ment of mezuza the status of places where women adorn them- 
selves is subject to a dispute between tanna’im?" Just as there 
are different opinions in that case, in my opinion, the status of 
standard cattle barns is also subject to a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita that it is written: Upon 
the doorposts of your house, meaning your house that is des- 
ignated as a residence, to the exclusion of a storehouse for hay, 
and a cattle barn, and a woodshed, and a storehouse, which 
are exempt from the mitzva of mezuza, and some obligate 
these structures in the mitzva of mezuza. Apparently, the Rabbis 
dispute the requirement of affixing a mezuza in a standard stable. 
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Actually they said: There is a legal tradition that a building 
housing a bathroom, and a building housing a tannery 
[burseki]," and a bathhouse,’ and a building housing a ritual 
bath for immersion, and any places of which women make 
use are exempt from the obligation of mezuza. This baraita is 
inconsistent with the opinions of both Rav Kahana and Rav 
Yehuda. Therefore, Rav Kahana interprets the baraita accord- 
ing to his line of reasoning, and Rav Yehuda interprets it 
according to his line of reasoning. 


Rav Kahana interprets it according to his line of reasoning: 
Your house means your house that is designated for your 
residence, to the exclusion of a storehouse for hay, and a 
cattle barn, and a woodshed, and a storehouse, which are 
exempt from the mitzva of mezuza in a case where their use is 
standard and they are not used for bathing or other immodest 
acts. And some obligate these structures in the mitzva of me- 
zuza in a case where their use is standard. In truth they said" 
the following with regard to a bathroom, and a tannery, and 
a bathhouse, and a ritual bath for immersion, and any places 
of which women make use; and what is the meaning of the 
term: Make use? It is that women bathe there. These places are 
exempt from the obligation of mezuza. 


The Gemara challenges this interpretation: If so, that make use 
in this context means bathe, this is identical to the bathhouse. 
Why would the baraita need to list both a bathhouse and a place 
where women bathe? The Gemara answers: The baraita teach- 
es us the halakha with regard to the bathhouse of the public, 
and it teaches us the halakha with regard to the bathhouse of 
an individual.’ As it could enter your mind to say: A bath- 
house of the public, whose filth is extensive, is exempt from 
mezuza; however, the bathhouse of an individual, whose filth 
is not extensive, as only women of that house bathe there, I 
would say it is obligated in the mitzva of affixing a mezuza. 
Therefore, the baraita teaches us that the bathhouse of an 
individual is also exempt. 


And Rav Yehuda interprets the baraita according to his line 
of reasoning, and this is what it is teaching: Your house 
means your house that is designated for your residence, to 
the exclusion of a storehouse for hay, and a cattle barn, and 
a woodshed, and a storehouse, which are exempt from the 
mitzva of mezuza even in a case where women adorn them- 
selves there. And some obligate these structures in the mitzva 
of mezuza in a case where women adorn themselves there. 
However, in a case where use of the building is standard, 
everyone agrees that these structures are exempt from the 
mitzva of mezuza. In truth they said that a bathroom, and a 
tannery, and a bathhouse, and a ritual bath for immersion, 
even though women adorn themselves there, are exempt 
from the obligation of mezuza, because its filth is extensive. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rav Yehuda, in cases 

where use of the building is standard, does everyone agree 

that a storehouse is exempt from the mitzva of mezuza? But 

wasn’t it taught in a baraita that it is written with regard to the 

mitzva to affix a mezuza: And upon your gates, meaning that 

with regard to the gates of houses, and the gates of courtyards, 
and the gates of cities, and the gates of towns, and a barn, and 

chicken coops, and a hay storehouse, and wine storehouses, 
and oil storehouses, all of them are obligated in the mitzva of 
mezuza? I might have thought that I include in the obligation 

of mezuza even 


NOTES 


In truth they said — wa% massa: The halakha is generally phrase. Some sources suggest that the phrase indicates that 


ruled in accordance with the statement introduced with this 


it is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


Tannery [burseki] 


LANGUAGE 
— #_NA: Originally from the Greek Bupotkn, 


bursike, meaning one who processes hides. The word burseki de- 


veloped to mean a 


place where animal hides are tanned, as bursikos 


is the term for matters relating to tanning hides. 


BACKGROUND 


Tannery — _N37 Ma: Since tanning by ancient methods emits 


a foul smell, this 


amongst the poor. 


and dirty with soi 
skins in water to c 


rade was relegated to the outskirts of town, 
Skins typically arrived at the tannery dried stiff 
and blood. First, the tanners would soak the 
ean and soften them. Then they would pound 


and scour the skin to remove any remaining flesh and fat. Next, the 


tanner needed to 


remove the hair fibers from the skin. This was 


done by soaking the skin in urine, painting it with an alkaline lime 
mixture, or allowing the skin to putrefy for several months before 


dipping it in a sal 
the tanners would 


solution. Once the hair fibers were loosened, 
scrape them off with a knife and then bate the 


material by pounding dung, usually from dogs or pigeons, into the 
hide. It was this combination of urine, animal feces and decaying 
flesh that made ancient tanneries so odoriferous. 


Old-fashioned leather tanning in Fez, Morocco 


Bathhouse - ypyan ma: 


Baths of Caracalla in Rome, Italy, one of the largest bathhouses in the Roman Empire 


Bathhouse of an individual - "1 ypa: 


Bath from Herod's palace in Jericho 
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NOTES 
Gatehouse - www ma: The early commentaries wondered 
about this ruling, as there are explicit sources that rule that 
a gatehouse is obligated in the mitzva of mezuza because it 
leads to an opening that requires a mezuza. Rashi explains 
that the obligation is by rabbinic law and not by Torah law. 
The Rif explains that a gatehouse that opens into a regular 
house requires a mezuza, but a gatehouse that opens into a 
garden does not. A third opinion links the term gatehouse to 
the term portico that follows, and explains that the Gemara 
here is referring to a gatehouse leading to a portico (Rif; Ritva). 


LANGUAGE 


Portico [akhsadra] - 713K: From the Greek e€éSpa, exedra, 
meaning a covered entrance before a house. 


BACKGROUND 


Portico - MITX: 


Portico in Doubs, France 
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a gatehouse," used to guard the entrance to a courtyard, a 
portico [akhsadra],® an open porch, and a balcony serving 
as a corridor to several residences." Therefore, the verse states: 
House; just as a house is a place that is designated for residence 
and is obligated in the mitzva of mezuza, so too all similar struc- 
tures are obligated. This is to the exclusion of those structures 
that are not designated for residence but for other purposes, 
which are exempt from the mitzva of mezuza. 


I might have thought that I include in the obligation of mezuza 
even a bathroom, and a tannery, and a bathhouse, and a ritual 
bath for immersion. Therefore, the verse states: House; just as 
a house is a place that is designed to honor people who enter it, 
so too, all places that are designed to honor those who enter 
are obligated in the mitzva of mezuza, excluding those structures 
that are not designed to honor." 


I might have thought that I include in the obligation of mezuza 
even the Temple Mount" and its chambers and courtyards. 
Therefore, the verse states: House; just as a house is a place that 
is non-sacred, so too any place that is non-sacred is obligated 
in the mitzva of mezuza, excluding those places that are sacred. 
For the purposes of this discussion, the baraita teaches that there 
are Sages who hold that barns and storehouses whose use is 
standard require a mezuza, contrary to the opinion of Rav Yehuda 
that everyone agrees that these structures are exempt. Conse- 
quently, the baraita is a conclusive refutation of his opinion and 
support for the contention of Rav Kahana that this matter is the 
subject of a tannaitic debate. 


§ Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda taught a baraita before Rava: Six 
gates are exempt from the mitzva of mezuza: The gate of a 
storehouse for hay, and of a cattle barn, and a woodshed, and 
a storehouse, and a Median gate, which is a dome, lacking two 
doorposts and a lintel, and an unroofed gate," and a gate that is 
not ten handbreadths high. Rava said to him: You began your 
statement with six gates that do not require a mezuza, and you 
concluded with seven. 


Gatehouse and balcony with regard to mezuza - yw ma 
mama npaya: A balcony through which one passes on the 
way to entering a house and a gatehouse that leads to a garden 


are exempt from mezuza. If these open directly into a house, 


a mezuza is required. Some say that a gatehouse requires a 
mezuza even if it does not lead directly to a house, but that 
requirement is by rabbinic law (see Tosafot; Shakh; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 28677). 
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no residences, because they are sacred (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 


Those that are not designed to honor — asd prwy paw: A 
bathroom, a bathhouse, and a tannery are exempt from the 
mitzva of mezuza because they are not designed to honor those 
who enter them (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 286:4). 


Temple Mount - man 39: The chambers and courtyards on 


the Temple Mount, as well as its synagogues and study halls, 


are exempt from the mitzva of mezuza if the structures have 


Hilkhot Mezuza 6:6). 


Unroofed gate — 7711p iyxw www: A structure without a roof is 
exempt from the mitzva of mezuza as stated in the Gemara here 
and in tractate Menahot. If it has a partial ceiling that is at least 
four by four cubits that is adjacent to the doorway, a mezuza 
must be affixed to the doorway. 
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Rava said to him: The obligation to affix a mezuza to a Median gate 
is subject to a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a barai- 
ta: With regard to the gateway of a dome," i.e., an arched gateway, 
Rabbi Meir obligates it in the mitzva of mezuza, and the Rabbis 
exempt it. And they agree that if, at the foot of the entrance, there 
are doorposts ten handbreadths high before the arch of the dome 
begins narrowing the width of the entrance, it is obligated in the 
mitzva of mezuza since the sides form a usual doorway. Abaye said: 
However, everyone agrees that if the entire opening is only ten 
handbreadths high and at the foot of its entrance there are door- 
posts not even three handbreadths high, it is nothing. It is not con- 
sidered an entrance and is exempt from the mitzva of mezuza. Alter- 
natively, if at the foot of its entrance there are doorposts three 
handbreadths high, but the entrance is not ten handbreadths high, 
it is nothing, as it is not considered a viable entrance. 


They disagree only with regard to a case where the entrance is ten 
handbreadths high, and at the foot of the entrance there are door- 
posts three handbreadths high, but at no point is the width of the 
opening four handbreadths. However, the space in the dome along- 
side the entrance is wide enough to theoretically carve out space to 
complete a width of four handbreadths. Rabbi Meir holds that in 
all cases where a certain minimum area is required for a specific ha- 
lakha to take effect and the existing area is smaller, if circumstances 
would theoretically allow one to carve out and create an area of the 
requisite size, its legal status is as if one carves out the space to com- 
plete it." Therefore, the opening is considered wide enough to require 
a mezuza. And the Rabbis hold: One does not carve out the space 
to complete it. Since the width of the opening is not actually four 
handbreadths, it is exempt from the mitzva of mezuza. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: A synagogue, a woman’s house," 
and a house jointly owned by partners are all obligated in the mitz- 
va of mezuza. The Gemara asks: That is obvious; why would these 
structures be exempt? Lest you say that it is written: “Your house,” 
in the masculine, and not her house; “Your house,’ in the singular, 
and not their house, excluding a jointly owned house. Therefore, the 
baraita teaches us that those houses are obligated in the mitzva of 
mezuza like all others. 


And say it is indeed so that a woman's house and a jointly owned 
house are exempt. The Gemara rejects this possibility: Immediately 
following the mitzva of mezuza is the reward for its fulfillment, as the 
verse states: “So that your days be numerous, as well as the days 
of your sons” (Deuteronomy 11:21). If these structures were exempt 
from the mitzva, the question would arise: Do these men and indi- 
viduals require long life," and these, meaning women and partners, 
do not require long life? The mitzva of mezuza clearly applies to all 
of them. 


The Gemara then asks: Rather, why do I need the emphasis of the 
verse: Your house, if every house is obligated in the mitzva of mezuza? 
The Gemara answers: This could be understood in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava, as Rava said: Your house is interpreted to mean 
that the mezuza is placed in the way that you enter" the house. And 
when a person lifts his foot to begin walking, he lifts his right foot 
first. Therefore, the mezuza is affixed on the right side of the doorway. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 
Gateway shaped like an arch — 7933 "WY ww: A door- 
way in the shape of an arch requires a mezuza if its side 
posts are at least ten handbreadths high. If the sides are less 
than ten handbreadths no mezuza is required, according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rema, based on the Jur; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 287:2). 


A woman's house - Wx ma: A woman's house and one 
belonging to partners both require a mezuza (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 286:1). 


The way that you enter — 49% 17%: The mezuza is placed 
on the right side of the doorway as one enters a house. 
Placement of a mezuza on the left side is invalid, whether 
or not the owner is left-handed (Mordekhai; Shakh; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 289:2). 


BACKGROUND 
Gateway of a dome - 793: This arched gateway has a dot- 
ted line indicating where it would be necessary to carve out 
the wall to extend the entrance so that its upper portion 
would be four handbreadths wide. 


Gateway shaped like an arch 


One carves out the space to complete it - Dwy pppin: The 

scope of the dispute whether or not one virtually carves out the 

space to complete it goes beyond the matter of mezuza. The 

general question is whether the potential of rendering an area 

halakhically fit is sufficient to render it fit, or whether that po- 
tential must be realized in order to render the area halakhically 
fit. A similar principle is applied to meal-offerings: With regard 

to any ingredients that are fit to be blended, failure to blend 

them does not invalidate the offering. 


Your house and not her house - ya x) - Ja: The obvi- 


ous difficulty with this Gemara is that the entire Torah is writ- 
ten in masculine form, as Hebrew convention is to address a 
group consisting of both men and women in the masculine. 
Women are certainly not exempt from all mitzvot formulated 
in the masculine. The reason that the masculine here could 
be interpreted as exclusive is because the previous verse was 
formulated in the plural. The fact that this verse was formulated 
in the masculine singular could indicate exclusivity (Gevurat Ari). 


Do these require long life — »m sya 137: This rhetorical ques- 
tion is effective in obligating a woman's house in the mitzva of 


mezuza, but not a jointly owned house (Rabbi Akiva Eiger). In 
tractate Hullin, the Gemara explains that the obligation to affix a 
mezuza to a jointly owned house is derived from the use of the 
plural form of the word your in the phrase: So that your days be 
numerous” (Rav Shmuel Strashun; Heshek Shlomo). 


The way that you enter - 1982 117: The Gemara in tractate 
Menahot cites a different verse as the source of this halakha: 
“And he placed it at the right side of the altar as one enters 
the house of the Lord” (1! Kings 12:10), indicating that entry is 
on the right. 
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HALAKHA 


Houses that become impure with the impurity of leprosy — 
Dya prawan Dna: A woman's house or one belonging to 

partners, and likewise a synagogue or house of study that has 

a residence, can become impure with the impurity of leprosy 

(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 14:14). 


NOTES 
Upon a house in the land you possess — DIMI YIN m23: 
Some explain that this derivation is based on the use of the 
word house without attribution, indicating that all houses are 
obligated in the mitzva of mezuza. 


One who dedicates his house to himself alone — amaw 
b ima: Some manuscripts of the Talmud omit the phrase: 
Who refuses to lend, etc., and explain that his miserliness is 
manifest in his reluctance to welcome guests into his home. 
Ultimately, he will empty his possessions from his house 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Mezuza and leprosy — D331 mwa: The Gemara sees no dif- 
ficulty in equating the halakhot of mezuza to the halakhot of 
eprosy of the house, although the connection is not obvious. 
The basis for the analogy is that in both cases there are precise 
definitions of the concepts of house and privacy. Therefore, 
any structure classified as a house with regard to mezuza may 
be similarly classified with regard to leprosy. 


50 


PEREK I: 1B °° ATN pa 


POEM TV NPIS VS TPS KAN 
DYNI PRAVA - TYNI MD 
D WY KIY KPT ITA IMDS 
am hr -rb mb xy iby man 

Aynwn sp 


MIP KIP Wo PN 097 KIN 
m2) ma) ie Kby IONANN YIN 
brewed ayn iyyw sb oma tray 
ma wpa 5 PRM Vir) whe 
DIS AVA ny TDYI AND NIT 

pny) yop bw 


OYA KAVN A NDITI MD 
pa NPD na yp bis» wan 
"obn - DYNI PRAVA NIN 
1 — "ran D TWX x” ni 
PIYA pxw sx wey? Š maw 


nb 


PTT YNN I- KI NWD NY 
TPID TI WY NDI a NT 
Tape N -NDT nnd 
Dam IN VNR- YTS 

pws 


x) PT NT) NT NX TVD} 
YT IND AI MNT- KI NWD 
ayman moby - xI 


AF YT N NT NDIS MYI 1N) 
nyima 


§ Apropos the baraita just cited, the Gemara cites a related ba- 
raita that addresses a different topic. It was taught in another 
baraita: A synagogue, a house jointly owned by partners, and 
a woman’s house become impure with the impurity of leprosy 
of the house, like all other houses.” The Gemara asks: That is 
obvious; why wouldn't they become impure? The Gemara ex- 
plains: Lest you say that it is written with regard to leprosy: “And 
the one whom the house is his will come” (Leviticus 14:35), 
which could be interpreted: His and not hers; his and not theirs, 
to the exclusion of a house owned by a woman or by partners. 
Therefore, it teaches us that these houses are also included in 
this halakha. 


And say it is indeed so that a woman's house and a jointly owned 
house are excluded from the impurity of leprosy. The Gemara 
responds that the verse states: “In a house of the land of your 
possession” (Leviticus 14:34 )." The word your is written in the 
plural form to teach that all houses in Eretz Yisrael are subject to 
this impurity. The Gemara asks: Rather, why do I need the 
emphasis of the term: His, if every house is subject to the impu- 
rity of leprosy? The Gemara answers that the term does not teach 
a halakha but reveals why a house might be afflicted with lep- 
rosy. The house belonging to one who dedicates his house to 
himself alone," who refuses to lend his vessels to others and 
says that he does not have them, will be punished. The Holy 
One, Blessed be He, publicizes his possessions for all to see 
when he is forced to empty them from his house due to leprosy. 
This excludes one who lends his vessels to others; his house is 
not afflicted with leprosy. 


The Gemara raises another question: And with regard to a syna- 
gogue, does it become impure with the impurity of leprosy? 

But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One might have thought that 

synagogues and study halls become impure with the impurity 
of leprosy. Therefore, the verse states: And the one whom the 

house is his will come; this is referring to a house that is desig- 
nated for him, excluding those houses that are not designated 

for him but are public property. 


The Gemara responds: This is not difficult, as it is the subject of 
a tannaitic dispute. This baraita, which states that a synagogue 
can become impure with the impurity of leprosy, is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir; that baraita, which states 
that a synagogue cannot become impure with the impurity of 
leprosy, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, as it 
was taught in a baraita: A synagogue in which there is a resi- 
dence for the synagogue attendant is obligated in the mitzva 
of mezuza, as it is a dwelling. With regard to a synagogue in 
which there is no residence, Rabbi Meir obligates it in the 
mitzva of mezuza, and the Rabbis exempt it. Rabbi Meir deems 
a synagogue like a residence with regard to both a mezuza and 
its susceptibility to leprosy." 


And if you wish, say instead a different resolution to the contra- 
diction between the baraitot with regard to the synagogue. Both 
this baraita and that baraita are in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, and it is not difficult. This baraita, which states 
that it can become impure, is referring to a synagogue in which 
there is a place of residence; that baraita, which states that it 
cannot become impure, is referring to a synagogue in which 
there is not a place of residence. 


And if you wish, say instead yet a different resolution to the 
contradiction between the baraitot: Both this baraita and that 
baraita are referring to synagogues in which there is not a place 
of residence, 
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and this baraita, which states that a synagogue does not become 
impure, is referring to synagogues in large cities. Since those 
synagogues attract people from different places, the building is 
not the property of the local residents but that of the public. And 
that baraita, which states that a synagogue becomes impure, is 
referring to synagogues in villages, which belong solely to the 
residents of the village, and their status if like that of a house 
owned by partners. 


The Gemara asks: And do the synagogues in large cities not 
become ritually impure with the impurity of leprosy? Wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita that it is written: “In a house of the land of 
your possession” (Leviticus 14:34); the land of your possession 
becomes ritually impure with the impurity of leprosy, and the 
city of Jerusalem does not become ritually impure with the 
impurity of leprosy," since it belongs to all the Jewish people 
rather than to a specific tribe? Rabbi Yehuda said: I heard that 
it is only the site of the Temple [mikdash] alone that does not 
become ritually impure with the impurity of leprosy. It can be 
inferred that in the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, even synagogues 
and study halls in Jerusalem become ritually impure with the 
impurity of leprosy, and that is the case even though they are 
synagogues in large cities. The Gemara rejects this; rather, one 
must emend the baraita and say that Rabbi Yehuda said: I heard 
that it is only a sacred [mekudash] site alone. That definition 
includes synagogues and study halls. 


Q The Gemara explains the dispute in the baraita that was cited: 
With regard to what principle do Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis 
disagree? The first tanna holds: Jerusalem was not divided 
among the tribes" but belonged to all of the Jewish people, 
and as such it does not become ritually impure with the impu- 
rity of leprosy. Rabbi Yehuda holds: Jerusalem was divided 
between the tribes of Judah and Benjamin.” Therefore, the same 
halakhot of impurity apply there as apply in all other cities in 
Eretz Yisrael. 


The Gemara states: And that dispute corresponds to the dispute 

between these tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: What part 
of the Temple was located in the portion of the tribe of Judah? 
It was the part including the entire Temple Mount, excluding 
those areas in the portion of Benjamin, the chambers, and the 

courtyards. And what part of the Temple was in the portion of 
the tribe of Benjamin? It was the part including the Entrance 

Hall of the Sanctuary, and the Sanctuary, and the Holy of Ho- 
lies. And a strip of land emerges from the portion of Judah and 

enters the portion of Benjamin on which the altar is built." 

And Benjamin the righteous would suffer longing to engulf it 
every day. The tribe of Benjamin was disappointed that the strip 

belonging to the tribe of Judah intersected its tribal land and 

wanted Judah to transfer ownership so that the land with the altar 
would belong to Benjamin. 


An allusion to this is that which is stated in Moses’ blessing 
to Benjamin: “Ever does he protect him and he rests between 
his shoulders” (Deuteronomy 33:12), like one who is unable to 
abide something stuck between his shoulders and constantly 
rubs it to remove it. Therefore, Benjamin the righteous was 
privileged’ to serve as host [ushpizekhan]' to the Almighty, as 
it is stated: “And he rests between his shoulders,” alluding to 
the fact that the Holy of Holies was located in the territory 
of Benjamin. According to this baraita, Jerusalem was divided 
among the tribes. 


Jerusalem does not become ritually impure with the impurity 
of leprosy — Dya3a TAWI ohy px: Houses in Jerusalem do 
not become ritually i impure withthe impurity of leprosy because 
the city was not divided among the tribes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara'at 14:11). 


Division of Jerusalem among the tribes — mw npon 
ova): In order to reconcile the apparently contradictory bib- 
lical texts, everyone agrees that initially Jerusalem was divided 
between Judah and Benjamin. However, at a later stage the 
city was chosen as the sacred site of the Temple. The dispute is 
whether at that point the entire city was expropriated from the 
tribes and nationalized, or whether that was limited to just the 
site of the Temple (Siah Yitzhak). 


On which the altar is built - 133 naya 77 Fi: It is clear from 
other sources that the majority of the altar was in the territory 
of Benjamin, and only its southeast corner was on a strip of land 
belonging to Judah. 


fede Se 


pst mana: The tribe of Benjamin coveted that sti of land 
because they knew through divine inspiration that the altar 
would be built upon it. That is why they were privileged to have 
the Divine Presence rest on their portion where the Holy of Holies 
was constructed. 


Portion of Judah and Benjamin — pana nyo pon: This dia- 
gram, which is not to scale, indicates the division of the territory 
of the Temple between the tribes of Judah and Benjamin. 


M 


g 
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Division of the Temple between the tribes of Judah and Benjamin 


Host [ushpizekhan] — ja»ewax: From the Middle Persian aspinj, 
meaning hospital or inn. 
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NOTES 


Even beds were not rented - niv x4 9%: This is 
because the spot where the beds were situated did 
not belong to the homeowners (Josafot Yeshanim). 


How does one initiate him — init paama maa: The 
early commentaries ask why the replacement pries 
was not anointed with oil for this purpose, and an- 
swer that there was no anointing oil in the Second 
Temple period. King Josiah sequestered it along with 
some of the Temple vessels, before the destruction 
of the First Temple (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot Ha- 
Rosh; Meri). With regard to the basic question o 
why dressing the replacement in eight garments 
was insufficient to initiate him as acting High Priest, 
some explain that since the eight garments were 
sometimes donned by a common priest if he had 
to consult the Urim VeTummim to seek divine guid- 
ance, in order to initiate the acting High Priest it was 
necessary to not only wear the eight garments bu 
also to perform some portion of the service (Tosefot 
Ri HaLavan; Gevurat Ari). 


By means of his belt — baa: A variant reading o 
his Gemara is: The belt of the High Priest, referring to 
he special belt that the High Priest wore on Yom Kip- 
pur, which was made of fine linen, like the belt of the 
common priest throughout the rest of the year. The 
High Priest's belt throughout the year was a mixture 
of the diverse kinds of wool and linen. Therefore, it 
would have been sufficient for the replacement High 
Priest to exchange his linen belt for one of diverse 
inds as initiation. Since, wearing that belt violates 
he prohibition of diverse kinds for anyone other 
han the High Priest, donning it would herald his 
change of status (Rabbeinu Tam; Peirush Kadmon). 
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And this tanna holds: Jerusalem was not divided among the tribes 

at all, as it was taught in a baraita: Homeowners did not let their hous- 
es in Jerusalem because the houses were not actually theirs. Residents 

of Jerusalem did not own their residences, as the city belonged to the 

entire Jewish people. Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok says: Even beds were 

not rented." Therefore, with regard to hides of consecrated animals 

of the Festival peace-offerings, which the pilgrims to Jerusalem would 

give as gifts to their hosts, the hosts were not really entitled to them. 
This is why the hosts would take them by force. Abaye said: Learn 

from it that it is customary for a guest to leave his empty wine jug and 

hides from sacrificial animals and give them to his host. 


After discussing the status of Jerusalem, the Gemara addresses the mat- 
ter of synagogues in villages. The Gemara asks: And do the synagogues 
in villages become impure with the impurity of leprosy? Wasn't it 
taught in a baraita as follows? It is written: “When you enter the land 
of Canaan that I give you for a possession, and I put the plague of 
leprosy in a house of the land of your possession” (Leviticus 14:34). The 
term: “For a possession,” means until you conquer it and it becomes 
entirely yours. However, in a case where they conquered it but did not 
divide it among the tribes, or where they divided it among the tribes 
but did not distribute it to the patrilineal families; or where they 
distributed it to the patrilineal families, but every one of them does 
not recognize his individual portion, from where is it derived that it 
does not become impure? 


» 


The verse states: “And the one whom the house is his will come 
(Leviticus 14:35); one whom the house is designated for him and who 
is certain of his ownership, excluding those houses which are not 
designated for him. Apparently, the legal status of synagogues in vil- 
lages is that of communal property, as the portion of each individual is 
not clearly identifiable, and therefore they cannot become impure. 
Rather, there is no distinction in this regard between synagogues in 
large cities and those in villages. And with regard to the original ques- 
tion, it is clear as we responded initially with alternative resolutions 
to the contradiction between the baraitot. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And they would designate another 
priest in the High Priest’s stead, lest a disqualification due to impurity 
prevent his entering the Temple on Yom Kippur. The Gemara asks: It 
is obvious that if disqualification befell the incumbent High Priest 
prior to the sacrifice of the daily morning offering on Yom Kippur, that 
one initiates the replacement by dressing him in the eight garments of 
the High Priest with the daily morning offering, which renders him 
acting High Priest. However, if disqualification befell the incumbent 
High Priest after the daily morning offering, how does one initiate 
the replacement?" After the daily morning offering, the High Priest 
begins the Yom Kippur service clothed in the four linen garments 
unique to the day, which are the same as the tunic, trousers, turban, and 
belt of the common priest. How is it evident that he is the acting High 
Priest? 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: It is evident by means of his belt." The belt 
worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur was made of linen, unlike that 
of the common priest, which was a mixture of the diverse kinds of linen 
and wool. The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one 
who said: Throughout the rest of the year, the belt of the High Priest, 
which the Torah clearly states is made of a mixture of diverse kinds, is 
identical to the belt of the common priest, whereas on Yom Kippur, 
the belt is made of linen. When the replacement priest dons the linen 
belt he is initiated as the acting High Priest. However, according to the 
one who said: The belt of the High Priest is not identical to the belt 
of the common priest, what can be said? According to this approach, 
throughout the year the High Priest wears a belt of blue and purple wool 
and linen, while the belts of common priests are made of white linen 
like the rest of their clothes. Therefore, on Yom Kippur, when the High 
Priest dons a belt of white linen, his belt is identical to that ofa common 
priest. If so, what initiates the replacement as acting High Priest? 
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Abaye said: Before the replacement begins serving on Yom Kippur 
with the four linen garments, he is initiated and promoted to the 
High Priesthood by donning the eight garments of the High Priest 
and turning over one of the limbs on the altar with a fork,“ 
thereby accelerating the burning of the daily morning offering. By 
performing part of the service while wearing the garments of the 
High Priest, he is initiated as acting High Priest. And this is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, as Rav Huna said: A 
non-priest who turns over part of the offering on the altar with a 
fork" is liable to receive the death penalty because he engaged in 
Temple service restricted to priests. And Rav Pappa said: 


That action is unnecessary and therefore superfluous; his service 
initiates him." The replacement High Priest need not undergo any 
preliminary initiation. His very performance of the Yom Kippur 
service, which is valid only if performed by the High Priest, initi- 
ates him as acting High Priest. As proof, the Gemara states: Wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita: With regard to all the sacred vessels that 
Moses made, their anointment with oil consecrates them. From 
that point forward, in the generations after Moses, new vessels did 
not require anointment to be consecrated; rather, their use in 
Temple service initiates them and renders them fit for use." Here, 
too, with regard to the High Priest, his service initiates him. 


§ Apropos the belt of the High Priest, the Gemara cites the afore- 
mentioned dispute in its entirety. When Rav Dimi came from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: With regard to the belt of the 
common priest," there is a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. One said: It was a 
mixture of diverse kinds of wool and linen, like the belt of the 
High Priest mentioned in the Torah. And one said: It was made 
of fine linen, like the rest of the garments of the common priest. 


The Gemara suggests: Conclude that it is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 

who said that the belt of the common priest was a mixture of di- 
verse kinds, as it was taught in a baraita: The only difference be- 
tween a High Priest and a common priest is the belt; this is the 

statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 

Shimon, says: Not even the belt represents a difference between 

them. The Gemara explains: With regard to the difference between 

the High Priest and the common priest, when is there a dispute 

between the tanna’im? If we say that the dispute is with regard to 

the rest of the days of the year, there are many other differences 

between them, since the High Priest serves wearing eight gar- 
ments and the common priest wears four garments. Therefore, 
that could not be the point of the dispute. 


HALAKHA 


His service initiates him — imam intiay: If a disqualification 
befalls the High Priest on Yom Kippur, the replacement im- 
mediately continues the service with no need for a particular 
initiation rite, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa 
and the supporting baraita (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 2:3). 


Consecration of the Temple vessels - waa bp warp: The 
vessels of the Tabernacle that were crafted by Moses in the 
desert were consecrated by anointment with oil. However, 
from that point onward anointing with oil was unnecessary, 


and subsequent vessels were consecrated through their use in 
the Temple service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMik- 
dash 1:12). 


The fashioning of the belt — bax mwya: The belt that the 
High Priest wore during the year was made by weaving wool 
and linen together, as was that of the common priest. The 
belt worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur was made of fine 
linen. This follows the principle that the ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in disputes with his 
colleagues (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:1). 


NOTES 
Fork [tzinora] — 1198: Some commentaries suggest that the 
term tzinora is a contraction of atzei nura, meaning wood of 
fire (Rabbeinu Hananel). Another opinion states that it means 
ashes (Peirush Kadmon). 


BACKGROUND 


Fork [tzinora] — X11¥: Tzinora is the name for bent metal ves- 
sels, which have different shapes depending on their purpose. 
Some curve into hooks, while others are a ring at the end of a 
metal handle. The tzinora in the Temple was a large fork with 
two tines used to turn over the burning wood on the altar or 
the limbs and organs placed there. The Aramaic translation of 
the term fork in the Bible is tzinora. 


HALAKHA 


A non-priest who turns over part of the offering with a 
fork — NTi9¥3 JaW N: A non-priest who engages in sacrificial 
service in the Temple is liable to receive the death penalty. 
Even if he merely turns over limbs that have not yet been 
consumed and thereby hastens their burning on the altar, he 
is liable, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:4). 


<2 ATN p15: PEREK I: 12B 


$3 


This file may not 


NOTES 
The common priest on Yom Kippur — dia viy yi> 
wya: Some of the early commentaries wondered 
about this expression, as the entire service on Yom Kippur 
is performed exclusively by the High Priest. Some suggest 
hat on Yom Kippur, removal of the ashes from the altar 
was performed by a common priest (Josafot Yeshanim; 
Tosefot Ri HaLavan; Tosefot HaRosh). Others explain that 
on Yom Kippur common priests were responsible for 
burning the limbs of the previous day’s offerings (Gevurat 
Ari). The Ritva writes that by Torah law only those parts of 
he service unique to Yom Kippur were performed exclu- 
sively by the High Priest, whereas the services performed 
every day could be performed by others on Yom Kippur. 
Later, the Sages instituted that even those services not 
unique to Yom Kippur would also be performed by the 
High Priest. 


Shall put on comes to include the garments of the 
High Priest - bina mana wap: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and Rabbi Dosa do not require the derivation of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who says that the removal of ashes from the 
altar requires two additional garments. That is because 
it is clear that since removing the ashes is part of the 
service, the priest must wear all the requisite garments 
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 


There are two responses to reject this statement — nw 
ata miawn: The reason Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi requires 
two responses is that the first response is not a full- 
fledged proof. Even if the belt of the High Priest could 
not be used, that does not mean that use of the other 
garments was prohibited. Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi cited a second response (Tosefot HaRosh). 


HALAKHA 
To include threadbare garments — ppnwi nx mia: 
A priest may serve wearing threadbare garments, in ac- 


cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:4). 
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Rather, is it not that the dispute is with regard to the differences 
between the High Priest and the common priest on Yom Kippur?" 
They agree that the belt of the High Priest on Yom Kippur is made 
of linen, but disagree with regard to the common priest’s belt. Ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who says that there is a difference 
between the belts, the belt of the common priest must be made of 
a mixture of diverse kinds. According to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, who says that there is no difference between their belts, the 
belt of the common priest must be made of linen, like that of the 
High Priest on Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara rejects this proof. The Sages say: No, this is not a proof, 
as actually, the dispute is with regard to the differences during the 

rest of the days of the year. However, the dispute is not with regard 

to all the differences between the High Priest and the common 
priest, but rather only with regard to those four garments common 
to both priests: The tunic, trousers, turban, and belt. Based on this 

understanding that the dispute is with regard to the rest of the year, 
the analysis of the dispute is reversed: According to Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi the belt of the High Priest is a mixture of diverse kinds and 

that of the common priest is made of linen, while according to 

Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, the belt of the common priest 
is a mixture of diverse kinds. Therefore, there is no definitive proof 
from the baraita. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he stated this 
tradition in a clearer fashion: With regard to the belt of the High 
Priest on Yom Kippur, everyone agrees that it is made of fine 
linen, as stated in the Torah. With regard to the belt of the High 
Priest during the rest of the days of the year, everyone agrees that 
it is a mixture of diverse kinds. They disagreed only with regard 
to the belt of the common priest both during the rest of the days 
of the year and on Yom Kippur, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It 
was a mixture of diverse kinds, and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, says it was made of linen. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We, too, have learned in a baraita: 
The Torah says with regard to the removal of the ashes from the altar: 


“And the priest shall put on his linen garment, and his linen trousers 


shall he put upon his flesh” (Leviticus 6:3). The baraita questions 
the formulation of the verse. Since at the beginning of the verse it 
is written: “And the priest shall put on,’ for what purpose does the 
verse state: “Shall he put upon,” in the latter part of the verse? 
Rabbi Yehuda says: It comes to include donning the mitre and the 
belt for the removal of the ashes, even though it is not explicitly 
stated in the verse. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Dosa says that the term: Shall put on, comes to include the 

halakha that the garments of the High Priest" on Yom Kippur are 

fit for a common priest. During the Yom Kippur service, the High 

Priest wears just four linen garments. Although he may not serve in 

those garments on Yom Kippur the following year, a common priest 
may serve in them during the rest of the year. Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi says: There are two responses to reject this statement" of 
Rabbi Dosa. One: The belt of the High Priest on Yom Kippur is 

not the same as the belt of the common priest during the rest of 
the year. Clearly, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the belt of the 

High Priest on Yom Kippur is made of linen, and that of the com- 
mon priest during the year is a mixture of the diverse kinds of wool 

and linen. 


And furthermore, there is another reason to reject the statement 
of Rabbi Dosa. Could it be that with regard to garments that were 
used by the High Priest to perform a service of extreme sanctity, 
the common priest will use them to perform a service of minor 
sanctity? Rather, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, for what 
purpose does the verse state the phrase: Shall put on? It comes to 
include threadbare garments" and to teach that as long as they are 
not completely tattered, they may be worn for that service. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


SOUT APY KPIT DT NTIN) 
Tyas pyew Taba "Ow OMIM” 
tia wane KYW sine KDT] 

ANN D371 OF 


an va dips fa pps spat un 
ow intiay) ain wx - yan 
saat voy aby mata mya bp 

PKA 


Antiay) atin - per sais pia 
xy beta qth xh oer te - nw 
PIT HI? 


Ox 13 PP MYA PDI I WX 
bin yia Mos ia yyw niaya 
- PWN) DDT IIIR ANIA TAD 
xo ies — ow smtiay) satin 
-bina pot vi pat cy baa pris 
poyn own -oiT pis mx own 

pra) wripa 


POW 931 WON MIM 13-7 INY 


Perek I 
Daf13 Amuda 


OXW DP ST TTD pi N2 mT 
DNY Ws intiay - Tay) Tay 
Aim yp aye mA TT aN TD 
winy - piw na DNY Dh 924 

intay 


And Rabbi Dosa follows his line of reasoning, as it was taught in 

a baraita: That which is written: “And Aaron shall come into the 

Tent of Meeting, and shall put off the linen garments, which he put 

on when he went into the Sanctuary, and shall leave them there” 
(Leviticus 16:23), teaches that the garments worn by the High Priest 

on Yom Kippur require interment" and may not be put to addi- 
tional use. Rabbi Dosa says: It means only that the High Priest may 
not use them on Yom Kippur in a different year. According to 

Rabbi Dosa, they may be worn by a common priest during his 

service, as they do not require interment. 


§ The Gemara returns to the initiation of the acting High Priest. 
The Sages taught in the Tosefta: If a disqualification befalls the 
High Priest and they appointed another in his stead, and then the 
cause of the disqualification of the High Priest is resolved, e.g., he 
was purified from impurity, the original High Priest returns to his 
service. With regard to the second, acting High Priest, all the 
mitzvot of the High Priesthood are incumbent upon him. He 
serves wearing eight garments and it is prohibited for him to let his 
hair grow, to rend his garments in mourning the death of a relative, 
to subject himself to impurity imparted by the corpse of a relative, 
or to marry a widow. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yosei says: The original priest returns to his service, while 
the second is fit to serve neither as High Priest with eight garments, 
because there is a different High Priest; nor as a common priest 
with four garments, as once he was elevated to a state of extreme 
sanctity he may not be reduced to a state of minor sanctity. 


Rabbi Yosei said as proof for his opinion: There was an incident 

involving the priest Yosef ben Elem? of Tzippori,® who, when a 

reason for disqualification befell a High Priest, the priests ap- 
pointed him in his stead. After the cause of the disqualification was 

resolved, the Sages said: The original High Priest returns to his 

service, while the second is fit to serve neither as High Priest nor 
as a common priest. The Gemara explains: Neither as a High Priest, 
due to hatred," jealousy and bitterness that would arise if there were 

two High Priests with equal standing in the Temple; nor as a com- 
mon priest, because the principle is: One elevates to a higher 
level in matters of sanctity and one does not downgrade. Once he 

has served as a High Priest he cannot be restored to the position of 
a common priest. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei" that 
the original High Priest returns to his service, while the second is 
fit to serve neither as High Priest nor as a common priest. And 
Rabbi Yosei concedes that if the second priest violated this provi- 
sion and served as High Priest wearing eight garments, his service 
is valid. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Yosei conceded 
that if the original High Priest dies, the second returns to his 
service as High Priest." 


HALAKHA 
Require interment — 71°23 psy: The linen garments worn 
by the High Priest on Yom Kippur require interment. They 
may never be used again nor may any benefit be derived 


from them, in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:5). 


PERSONALITIES 
Yosef ben Elem - ory% 12 Wi»: The story is also related in 
Antiquities of the Jews (Book 17, Chapter 6) by Josephus 
Flavius. When a disqualification befell the High Priest Mat- 
tityahu, his relative Yosef ben Elem replaced him that day. 


BACKGROUND 
Tzippori - »15°¥: Tzippori was a large town in the Upper 
Galilee, and the perennial rival of Tiberias for recogni- 
tion as the religious capital of Galilee. During the Second 
Temple period it enjoyed special status among the towns 
of the Galilee because of its large and learned Jewish 
community. 


Zodiac mosaic in a synagogue in Tzippori 


NOTES 
Due to hatred - npg own: There is a principle imple- 
mented throughout rabbinic literature that two leaders 
are not appointed to fill the same position, as that will in- 
evitably lead to rivalry and dispute. There is a well-known 
midrash about the moon being unhappy to share the sky 
with the sun. Therefore, the moon was rendered a minor 
heavenly light to avoid hatred and jealousy. This is an 
example of the principle: Two kings cannot share a crown. 


HALAKHA 

One who has served as a High Priest - "757 xbaw ” 
bins ya: An acting High Priest on Yom Kippur must step 
down when the original High Priest is reinstated, but he 
remains committed to all the obligations and restrictions 
of the High Priesthood. He does not return to serve as 
a common priest, and if he performs the duties of the 
High Priest, they are valid. Should the original High Priest 
die, the replacement is appointed to succeed him (Kesef 
Mishne; Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 8:5 and Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:3). 


NOTES 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yo- 
sei — D115 abo: The early commentaries raised difficulties 
with regard to this ruling from two perspectives. First, this is an 
example of a halakha for messianic times, when the Temple 
will be rebuilt, and the halakhic principle is that rulings are 
not issued for that period (Tosafot). Second, why does the Ge- 
mara need to rule explicitly in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, when in disputes with Rabbi Meir the ruling is 


always in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Josefot 
Ri HaLavan)? 

In answer to the first question, it is explained that the ha- 
lakha does have current practical applications: If a community 
official is forced to step down, once the cause for his removal 
is resolved, he is reinstated. As for the second question, it was 
necessary to state that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as in this case the ruling might have 


been different since both Rabbi Shimon’s opinion and an 
unattributed mishna in tractate Horayot contradict the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yosei (Siah Yitzhak). One approach answers one 
question with the other: Because it is a halakha for messianic 
times, the standard principles of halakhic ruling are not in ef- 
fect. Therefore, an explicit statement ruling in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei is needed (Rav Shmuel Strashun; 
Mitzpe Eitan). 
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NOTES 


He has two houses - Dna Ww ab mya: The early commentar- 


ies ask: Since it is clear from the Gemara here that a High Priest 
is not permitted to have two wives, how can the verse: “And 
Jehoiada had two wives, and sons and daughters’ (Il Chronicles 
24:3) be understood? Some explain that he married the women 
before he became High Priest or that he divorced one of them 
(Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). Another possibility is that the verse does 
not mean that Jehoiada had two wives but that he arranged for 
two women to marry Joash (Hasdei David). 


HALAKHA =—W_Y____ 
And not for two houses - Dna W wa xr: A High Priest 


who has two wives must divorce one of them before perform- 


ing the Yom Kippur service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 5:10). 
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The Gemara asks: That is obvious. Clearly, the second priest may 
serve as High Priest after the first one dies without concern that 
their rivalry will generate hatred between them. The Gemara 
answers: Lest you say that the mere knowledge that another 
priest is in waiting to replace him is enough to generate hatred, 
and would be for him like a woman whose husband has taken a 
rival wife in her lifetime; therefore, Rav teaches us that this is 
not a concern. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: The Sages 
would even designate another wife for the High Priest lest his 
wife die. The Rabbis say: There is no concern lest his wife die, 
and therefore the Sages did not designate another wife for him. 
The Gemara asks with regard to the Rabbis: Aren't they con- 
cerned lest he become impure, which is why the Sages designate 
a replacement High Priest? Why then, are they not concerned 
lest his wife die? The Gemara answers that the Rabbis could have 
said to you: Impurity is common, as it is not unusual for the 
High Priest to become impure either due to secretions from his 
body or from an external source. Death is not common, and 
therefore there is no concern lest his wife die. 


It was taught in the mishna that the Rabbis said to Rabbi Ye- 
huda: If so, that you are concerned lest his wife die, there is no 
end to the matter. You should also be concerned lest the second 
wife die, requiring designation of a third and even a fourth wife. 
The Gemara comments: The Rabbis spoke well to Rabbi Ye- 
huda, making a good point. What can Rabbi Yehuda respond? 
Rabbi Yehuda could have said to you: For the potential death 
of one wife, we are concerned; for the potential death of two 
wives, we are not concerned, as the likelihood of that happening 
is negligible. The Gemara asks: And what would the Rabbis re- 
spond to that contention? They would say: If there is reason to 
be concerned for a potential death, then even for the potential 
death of two wives, we are concerned. 


The Gemara suggests: If according to the Rabbis there is no 
distinction between concern that one wife might die and con- 
cern that two wives might die, let them say the same with regard 
to their own opinion. Just as they designate a replacement lest 
the High Priest become impure, they should designate a second 
replacement lest the first replacement also become impure. The 
Gemara answers that the Rabbis could have said to you: The 
High Priest is vigilant in avoiding impurity. No amount of vigi- 
lance can prevent death. The Gemara asks: If he is vigilant in 
avoiding impurity, then why do the Sages designate another 
priest in his stead? The reason for the designation of the replace- 
ment is that once we establish a replacement as a rival, all the 
more so will the High Priest be even more vigilant in avoiding 
impurity to maintain his position. 


§ The Gemara asks with regard to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion: And 
is designation of a second wife sufficient for him? The Merciful 
One stated in the Torah: “And he shall make atonement for 
himself and for his house” (Leviticus 16:11). House means wife; 
and this designated woman is not his wife as they are not yet 
married. What purpose does designation serve if his wife dies on 
Yom Kippur? The Gemara answers: He betroths her before Yom 
Kippur. The Gemara asks: But that does not solve the problem. 
As long as he has not married her, she is not yet his house, i.e., 
his wife. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda says that not only 
is a replacement wife designated, but he actually marries her. If 
so, another problem arises. The High Priest has two houses," 
and the Merciful One said: “And he shall make atonement for 
himself and for his house” (Leviticus 16:11). He atones for one 
house and not for two houses." 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


KTI- wa — ad wae TTT 
nb WIT MDW Kb Kaa pwp 
by pox mow: ah vars pean by 
Ko xb saben - maD nin 

DAW | = 3 mm 


[nan by poy td gT whey 
KUWA - ap xb g mnan row 
Kab JINKI -TPN mb 
KTT KDA mh mn an ‘xh xn 
xa mb op) ARAN NIPI BA 

ima 


nog] many nya by” ab vay xd 
AD J Mop - xg AMD "oan 
xn Kọ Re ACT NMP NA T] 

lon Ww a MATINI Kb 


INT KONIT A AGT OD TY) 
NEA INDY mn by pos mT 
STAND TE pag MR Dy P 


Iman mog- aiba» ong» ba 


naa by PPA atom” ad sox by 
ana xbox “pmian nian oy 
- XT AND oN KUWA - ADAN 
AMIN NON KIYN KT NDMP KT 
sadn DIRI mjiayT waa 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda says that after marrying the 

second wife, he then divorces her. The Gemara asks: If he di- 
vorces her, our difficulty is restored to its original place. There 

is no point in designating a second wife, as if the first wife dies, 
the second woman is not married to him. The Gemara responds: 
No, it is necessary in a case where he marries her and divorces 

her provisionally," as he says to her: This is your bill of divorce 

on condition that you die on Yom Kippur. If she dies on Yom 

Kippur, then she was divorced retroactively and he has only one 

wife; if she does not die but the original wife dies, her divorce 

does not take effect and the second wife is married to the High 

Priest. In either case, the High Priest has only one wife. The 

Gemara asks: And perhaps neither she nor the original wife will 

die, and the High Priest then has two houses on Yom Kippur. 


Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said to her, the wom- 
an designated: This is your bill of divorce on condition that 
you will not die on Yom Kippur. If she does not die, then she is 
divorced and he remains married to the original wife; if she dies, 
isn’t that original wife alive and he remains married to her alone? 
The Gemara asks: And perhaps the second one will not die and 
her bill of divorce will be a valid bill of divorce, meaning she is 
not his wife, but her counterpart might die, leaving the High 
Priest without a wife at all on Yom Kippur. 


Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said to her: This is 
your bill of divorce on condition that one of you dies. If this 
one dies, that one is alive, and if that one dies, isn’t this one 
alive? The Gemara asks: And perhaps neither one of them will 
die, and he will then have two houses. 


And furthermore, the question arises: Is a document of that 
sort a valid bill of divorce? Does a condition of that sort take 
effect? But didn’t Rava say: If a man says to his wife: This is your 
bill of divorce on condition that you will not drink wine for 
all the days of my life and your life, that is not severance." The 
bill of divorce in the Torah is called a bill of severance, meaning 
that for the document to be valid all connections between the 
husband and wife must be severed. If there is a provision in the 
document that maintains a permanent connection between the 
spouses, e.g., not to drink wine for all of her life, the document 
does not effect a valid divorce. 


However, if one said to his wife: This is your bill of divorce on 
condition that you will not drink wine during all the days of the 
life of so-and-so; that is severance. Since the condition is not 
dependent on her and him but on the life of a third party, it is 
like any other condition in a divorce." Therefore, in the case of 
the High Priest, since the divorce takes effect only if neither of 
the women dies, that is a condition that maintains a relationship 
between the husband and wife for as long as she lives, which 
invalidates the divorce. 


Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said to the second wife: 
This is your bill of divorce on condition that your counterpart, 
the other wife, will not die. Ifher counterpart, the first woman, 
does not die, the second woman is divorced; and if the first 
woman dies, isn’t the second woman alive and not divorced? 
The Gemara asks: And perhaps her counterpart will die in the 
middle of the Yom Kippur service, and it will become clear 


HALAKHA 


Conditions in bills of divorce - ppa DIM: If a bill of divorce if the duration of the condition is limited, e.g., you may not 
is given with a condition that ties the woman to her husband drink wine as long as so-and-so lives, or for a certain length of 
for the duration of her life, e.g., a condition that she may nev- time, the bill of divorce is valid (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
er drink wine, it is invalid, as there is no severance. However, Geirushin 8:10). 


NOTES —-HW——_——— 
Divorces her provisionally — *x3n by ay want: This prob- 
em is also discussed in the Jerusalem Talmud and resolved 
here by saying that the High Priest conditionally betroths a 
woman but does not marry her. Some commentaries write 
hat he betroths a woman on the day of Yom Kippur itself. 
Although betrothal on Shabbat and Festivals is prohibited 
by rabbinic decree, it would be permitted in the Temple. 
Later commentaries suggest that perhaps he marries the 
woman but does not consummate the marriage. 


Severance — mina: The principle established by Rava is 
one of the foundations of the halakhot of divorce: A divorce 
must effect a complete severance between a man and 
a woman. Therefore, if the divorce contains a stipulation 
that extends throughout the life of the woman, there is no 
severance, as she will always be linked to him. Some say 
that the flaw in this sort of condition is that the woman 
might eventually violate the condition and retroactively 
invalidate the divorce. 
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NOTES 


Perhaps her counterpart will die - xn» xon 
aman: The Gemara does not raise all the flaws in this 
line of reasoning but suffices with one in order to dis- 
miss the proposition. For example, the Gemara could 
have pointed out that if her counterpart does not die, 
the High Priest will have two wives (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Perhaps...she will not enter the synagogue - xoy 
npa mah wort nyy... nh: Although the woman could 
have been forced to enter the synagogue, the involve- 
ment of others renders the condition unreliable (Tosefot 
HaRosh). 


Two...yevamot — nia mw: The term: His brother's 
house, in the context of levirate marriage, could be 
understood as teaching one house and not two houses, 
in the sense that the brother-in-law may marry either of 
his brother's widows but not both. If that derivation was 
applied to the term: His house, written in the context 
of Yom Kippur, the conclusion would be that the High 
Priest achieves atonement for only one of his two wives. 
However, since the conclusion with regard to Yom Kip- 
pur is that a High Priest with two wives achieves atone- 
ment for neither of them, the conclusion with regard 
o his brother's two widows would be that he is not 
permitted to marry either of them (Josafot Yeshanim; 
Tosefot HaRosh). 


Outside, to include the betrothed woman - „iyin 
TONNI NY may: The derivation here is based on the 
understanding: Who is simultaneously both a wife and 
an outsider? It is a woman who is betrothed. Therefore, 
aman is required to enter into levirate marriage with the 
betrothed of his brother who died (Me'iri). 


HALAKHA 
Two...yevamot who come from one house — »7nw 
INN man nisan Nia: Ifa man dies, leaving several 
wives but no sons, his brother enters into levirate mar- 
riage or performs halitza with one of the widows. The 
rest are then permitted to remarry (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:9). 


To include the betrothed woman — nony ny may: 

The halakhot of levirate marriage apply equally to the 
wife of a deceased man and to the betrothed of a de- 
ceased man (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 

VaHalitza 1:1). 
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retroactively that the bill of divorce of this second woman is not a 
valid bill of divorce, since the first wife died. In that case, it turns out 
retroactively that he performed part of the service with two houses, 
married to two wives. Rather, it is a case where the High Priest said 
to the second wife: This is your bill of divorce on condition that 
your counterpart dies. The Gemara asks: In this case, too, perhaps 
her counterpart will die" and the bill of divorce of this second 
woman is a valid bill of divorce, and he will remain without a house 
at all. 


Rather, this is a case where he divorces both of them provisionally, 
with a different stipulation to each woman. To one, he says: This is 
your bill of divorce on condition that your counterpart will not 
die. And to the other one, he says: This is your bill of divorce on 
condition that you will not enter the synagogue on Yom Kippur, 
cognizant of the fact that she can easily fulfill that condition and 
thereby effect her divorce. The Gemara asks: And perhaps her coun- 
terpart will not die, fulfilling the condition and effecting the divorce 
of one wife; and she will not enter the synagogue," fulfilling the 
condition and effecting the divorce of the other wife. In that case 
the bill of divorce of both women is a valid bill of divorce and he 
remains without a wife. 


Rather, it is a case where to one of the women, the High Priest says: 
This is your bill of divorce on condition that your counterpart 
does not die. And to the other one of the women he says: This is 
your bill of divorce on condition that I will enter the synagogue. 
If this wife dies, that other one is alive; and if that other one dies, 
this one is alive. What is there to say in refuting this possibility? 
Perhaps her counterpart will die in the middle of the service, and 
it will turn out retroactively that he performed part of the service 
with two houses, married to two wives. If he sees that she seeks, i.e., 
she is about to die, he will then preemptively enter the synagogue, 
rendering the bill of divorce of the dying wife a valid bill of divorce 
retroactively. He will then be married to only one woman. In that 
way, a second wife can be designated for the High Priest without him 
being married to two women on Yom Kippur. 


Rav Asi, and some say it was Rav Avira, strongly objects to that 

conclusion: However, if that is so, that from the term: His house, in 

the singular, one derives one wife and not two, then two widows of 
a brother who died without a child [yevamot] who come from 

one house," i.e., they were married to the same man, should not be 

obligated to marry his brother in levirate marriage. In addressing 

levirate marriage, the Torah says: “So shall it be done to the man that 

does not build his brother’s house” (Deuteronomy 25:9). One may 
derive from this: One house, i.e., wife, and not two. The Gemara re- 
sponds that when the Torah says: “Then his yevama shall go up to 

the gate” (Deuteronomy 25:7), “and his yevama will draw nigh to him” 
(Deuteronomy 25:9), twice, it comes to include a situation where 

the deceased had two wives; in that case one of them is required to 

marry his brother in levirate marriage. 


Ravina, and some say it was Rav Sherevya, strongly objects to this: 
It was stated above that a woman betrothed to the High Priest is not 
considered his house, i.e., his wife. However, if that is so, a betrothed 

woman whose betrothed passed away should not be obligated to 

marry his brother in levirate marriage, since the term: House, ap- 
pears in that context as well. In practice, that is not the halakha. The 

Gemara answers that the Torah says: “The wife of the dead shall not 

be married outside to one not of his kin” (Deuteronomy 25:5). The 

superfluous term: Outside, comes to include the betrothed wom- 
an.™4 Although she is technically still outside the family, the brother 
of the deceased must either marry her in levirate marriage or perform 

halitza. 
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§ Apropos the death of the wife of the High Priest, the Gemara 
cites an additional baraita. The Sages taught: A High Priest sac- 
rifices offerings when he is an acute mourner," on the day of a 
relative’s death, but does not eat from those offerings." Rabbi 
Yehuda says: The entire day. The Gemara asks: What is the mean- 
ing of the phrase: The entire day? Rava said: This phrase is neces- 
sary only to bring him from his house." Not only is it permitted 
for the High Priest to serve in the Temple when he is an acute 
mourner, but it is a mitzva to bring him from his house to serve 
in the Temple for the entire day to help ease his pain. 


Abaye said to him: Now, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, we remove the High Priest from the Temple when he is 
an acute mourner, as it was taught in a baraita: Ifa common priest 
was standing and sacrificing" an offering on top of the altar 
and heard that a relative of his died, he leaves his service in 
the middle and exits the Temple; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: He completes the service and then 
leaves. Rabbi Yehuda rules stringently in the case of a priest who 
is an acute mourner sacrificing an offering. Even though the 
baraita is referring to a common priest, it is reasonable to say 
that the same is true with regard to a High Priest as well. Rabbi 
Yehuda says that a High Priest who becomes an acute mourner 
exits the Temple, and you say we bring the High Priest who is an 
acute mourner from his house to serve? 


Rather, Rava said: The initial interpretation must be rejected. 
What is the meaning of the phrase: The entire day? 


Rabbi Yehuda means to say that the High Priest does not serve 

for the entire day even though the Torah allows him to do so, due 

to arabbinic decree lest he forget that he is an acute mourner and 

eat consecrated food forbidden to him. Rav Adda bar Ahava said 

to Rava: And did Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree lest he eat?" But 
didn’t we learn in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: The Sages 

would even designate another wife for him lest his wife die? 
And if his wife dies, he nevertheless performs the Temple service, 
and Rabbi Yehuda did not issue a decree lest he eat. That con- 
tradicts the other statement by Rabbi Yehuda that a High Priest 
may not serve for the entire day that he is an acute mourner. Rava 

said to him: How can these cases be compared? There, in the 

mishna, since it is Yom Kippur, when everyone does not eat, he 

too will not come to eat. However, here, during the rest of the 

year, when everyone eats, he too will come to eat. Therefore, a 

decree was issued. 


The Gemara raises a question from a different perspective: And 
in a case like this, would the halakhic status of acute mourning 
take effect on him, considering that she is divorced? According 
to Rabbi Yehuda, the High Priest must give his wife a provisional 
divorce in which case she is no longer his wife and if she dies he 
is no longer obligated to mourn her. The Gemara answers: Al- 
though the status of acute mourning does not take effect on him, 
is he not troubled over the death of his wife? Therefore, according 
to Rabbi Yehuda, it is appropriate to prohibit his performance of 
the service on that day. 


HALAKHA 
A High Priest sacrifices offerings when he is an acute 
mourner - pix 2p bina jaa: A High Priest serves in the 
Temple even when he is an acute mourner, and his service 
is valid. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna and the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the baraita (Tosafot, Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:6). 


A High Priest does not eat from offerings when he is an 
acute mourner — baix iDN pix bina ja: Although a High 
Priest serves in the Temple when he is an acute mourner, he 
may not eat from the offerings for that entire day (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:8). 


NOTES 
To bring him from his house — ima Jina iran: Some 
explain that the reason he is brought to the Temple is that 
if he remains at home, there is concern that the High Priest 
in his grief might touch the corpse of his relative, an act that 
is prohibited. 


A priest was standing and sacrificing - X90 miy 77: 
Most of the commentaries claim that the Gemara is referring 
to the High Priest (Josafot; Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot Ri HaLa- 
van; Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). The author of the Me’iri agrees with 
Rashi that the Gemara is referring to a common priest and 
that had the Gemara been referring to a High Priest, it would 
have mentioned it explicitly (Ritva explaining Rashi’s opinion). 


NOTES 


And did Rabbi Yehuda issue a decree lest he eat — "13°12 
box saw MIT va: In the Magen Avraham the following 
question is raised: If that is indeed a concern, there should 
be concern lest the High Priest forget himself and eat at any 
point during the Yom Kippur service. Some answer that this 
is not a legitimate concern, as the entire Yom Kippur service 
would be abandoned in that case (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 
Others explain that this is not a significant concern, since most 
of the day's offerings are not eaten (Mitzpe Eitan). Yet others 
explain that the concern lest an acute mourner eat sacrificial 
food is greater than the concern lest the High Priest eat on 
Yom Kippur. The prohibition for an acute mourner is to eat an 
olive-bulk of food, whereas the prohibition on Yom Kippur is 
to eat a dried fig-bulk (Ohel Moshe). 
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HALAKHA 

The practice of the High Priest - maya bins ae) nbs: The 
Sages accustom the High Priest in the Yom Kippur service dur- 
ing the seven days of his sequestering. He sprinkles the blood, 
burns the incense, and removes the ashes from the lamps of 
the candelabrum so that he will be prepared to perform the 
service on Yom Kippur (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 1:5). 


The High Priest sacrifices any portion that he chooses 
first - Wa pon Dp bina y>: During the year, the High 
Priest does not participate in the lottery like the rest of the 
priests, but may perform any service that he chooses. He may 
also take any portion that he chooses before the other priests 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:12). 


One who intended to sprinkle purification water on an 
animal - ana by nid mən: If one intends to sprinkle pu- 
ification water on an animal or on any object not susceptible 
to impurity, and instead sprinkles on a person, the sprinkling 
is invalid. The individual must dip the hyssop into the water 
again and sprinkle with the appropriate intention. However, 
if he intends to sprinkle on an object susceptible to impurity, 
and instead sprinkles on an animal, he sprinkles again with 
the water remaining on the hyssop and need not dip it into 
the water again (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 
10:8; see Ra'avad, who disagrees, and Kesef Mishne). 


pune ong nyawa 01 
YUPI Me Vyepn DTI Mx 
ny Dp NT ny avn 
omit bs ween aa oy ONTI 
ay arpa - arpa? T91 Ox 
Spin wa pon apa bins 

wore pon 


“MDM 31 WK NIN PK 7D 
D1 INT NDPY IBID KIT 
eae NTO OY NT - NPY 
Pay DI ARID - TIT VY 

pmtiay 


PRRI by vine MIY sant 
- inet W) iT - Kay by 
DAIM N PPY 91737 NV 
pros DYT maT peni 

ISRO DAPR DITA NPS 


ming MAM AIT - NNA 
DN OTI Oy mn AAT Dy 
nI mama mw» - sings w? 
bx mata by mim DINI by 

maw x) - aig w 


NOTES 


MI SHN A During all seven days of the High Priest’s 


sequestering before Yom Kippur, he sprin- 
kles the blood of the daily burnt-offering, and he burns the incense, 
and he removes the ashes of the lamps of the candelabrum, and he 
sacrifices the head and the hind leg" of the daily offering. The High 
Priest performs these tasks in order to grow accustomed to the 
services that he will perform on Yom Kippur." On all the other days 
of the year, if the High Priest wishes to sacrifice any of the offerings, 
he sacrifices them, as the High Priest sacrifices any portion that 
he chooses first" and takes any portion that he chooses first. 
GEMA The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who 
taught this mishna? Rav Hisda said: This 


mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as 
if it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, it is dif- 
ficult. Didn’t Rabbi Akiva say: With regard to a ritually pure person 
upon whom a sprinkling of purification water fell, it renders him 
impure? This is based on the enigmatic principle with regard to the 
water of the red heifer: It purifies the ritually impure and renders 
impure the ritually pure. If so, how can the High Priest perform the 
Temple service? The High Priest is sprinkled with purification 
water on each of the seven days of his sequestering due to the pos- 
sibility that he was impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. 
However, it is possible that he is ritually pure. Ifhe is ritually pure, 
the sprinkling will render him impure. 


As it was taught in a baraita that it is written: “And the pure person 

will sprinkle it upon the impure person” (Numbers 19:19); this 

emphasis that he sprinkles the water upon the impure person comes 

to teach that if he sprinkled on the ritually impure person, that 

person becomes pure; but ifhe sprinkled on the pure person, that 

person becomes ritually impure. This is the statement of Rabbi 

Akiva. And the Rabbis say: These matters are stated to teach that 
it is considered sprinkling only if it is performed on items suscep- 
tible to impurity, whereas if the water was sprinkled on items not 
susceptible to impurity, it is not considered sprinkling. 


What is the halakhic implication of that statement? It is as we 
learned in a mishna: With regard to one who mistakenly intended 
to sprinkle purification water on an animal, ™ which does not be- 
come impure when alive, but happened to sprinkle it upon 
an impure person, if water remains on the hyssop that he used 
to sprinkle the water, he should repeat the action and sprinkle 
the purification water on the person to purify him. Since the first 
sprinkling was onto a person, who can become impure, the water 
remaining on the hyssop may be reused, and it is not disqualified 
by improper use. However, with regard to one who intended to 
sprinkle purification water on a person but happened to sprinkle 
it upon an animal, even if water remains on the hyssop, he should 
not repeat the action. Since the first sprinkling was onto an animal, 
which cannot become impure, the water is disqualified by improper 
use, and may not be used in a second sprinkling. 


The head and the hind leg - oon DIX) WIT NN: These parts 
are mentioned because when the sacrifice is cut into pieces, 
they are removed first. Therefore, in deference to the High Priest, 
itis appropriate to give those portions to him (Melekhet Shlomo). 


One who intended to sprinkle purification water on an ani- 
mal, etc. -^3 aman by mitt man: There are two contra- 
dictory versions of this passage. The variant reading is: If one 
intended to sprinkle on an animal but instead sprinkled on a 
person, he must repeat the sprinkling; however, if he intended 
to sprinkle on a person and sprinkled on an animal, he need 
not repeat the sprinkling, independent of whether or not wa- 
ter remains on the hyssop (see Rabbeinu Hananel and Rabbi 
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Shimshon of Saens on tractate Para). The term: He should repeat, 
can be understood in two ways: Most commentaries explain 
that the priest should sprinkle a second time with the water 
remaining on the hyssop; however, the Me’iri explains that 
the individual dips the hyssop in the water a second time and 
should not use the water remaining on the hyssop. 

There is also a dispute with regard to the rationale for this 
halakha. Rashi explains that if the purification water was used 
to sprinkle on an animal, it is disqualified due to improper use. 
However, if water is unintentionally sprinkled on a person, it is 
not disqualified. Most commentaries are not concerned that 
the purification water was improperly used; however, there 
is a special halakha invalidating purification water sprinkled 


on an object not susceptible to impurity (Tosafot; Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna; Josafot Yeshanim). 

Based on the variant reading of the Gemara, there is a dis- 
pute whether the status of the water is determined by the 
act that was performed, i.e., the sprinkling of water on an 
animal, or by the intention, i.e., that one intended to sprinkle 
on an animal (see Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on tractate Para; 
Ritva). Another approach explains that if the priest does not 
sprinkle the water properly, either due to improper intention 
or improper action, he becomes impure himself. Consequently, 
he renders the water impure. It is thereby disqualified for use 
in further sprinkling (Rabbeinu Tam; Tosafot Yeshanim, Rabbi 
Shimshon of Saens). 
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One who touches the purification water becomes impure — 313 
ab nyn ma: One who touches purification water for a purpose 
other than sprinkling becomes impure until the evening. His gar- 
ments do not become impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 


Aduma 15:1). 


One who carries the purification water — nxwn 193 Kwi): One 
who carries purification water for a purpose other than sprinkling 
becomes impure, as do his clothes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 


Para Aduma 15:1). 
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The Gemara analyzes the basis of the dispute: What is the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva? Instead of writing: And the pure person will 
sprinkle it upon the impure person, let the Merciful One write in the 
Torah: And the pure person will sprinkle it upon him, and it would be 
clear that it is upon the aforementioned impure person. What is taught 
by the phrase: Upon the impure person? Learn from it that ifhe sprin- 
kled on the impure person, that person becomes pure; but ifhe sprinkled 
on the pure person, that person becomes impure. And the Rabbis say 
with regard to that phrase: It comes to teach that it is only considered 
sprinkling if it is performed on items susceptible to impurity. However, 
here, with regard to sprinkling purification water on a pure person, it is 
derived through an a fortiori inference that he remains ritually pure:" If 
the water falls on the impure person, he is pure; if the water falls on the 
pure person, all the more so is it not clear that he remains pure? 


And Rabbi Akiva would respond to that a fortiori inference: That is what 
King Solomon said: “I said I would become wise, but it eludes me” 
(Ecclesiastes 7:23). According to tradition, even Solomon in his great 
wisdom could not understand the contradictory nature of the sprinkling 
of purification water that purifies an impure person and impurifies a pure 
person. And the Rabbis ascribe Solomon’s bewilderment to a different 
aspect of the halakha: The one who sprinkles the water and the one 
upon whom one sprinkles the water are pure; but one who touches the 
water unrelated to sprinkling is impure." 


The Gemara asks: Is the one who sprinkles the water actually pure? Isn’t 
it written: “He who sprinkles the purification waters will wash his 
clothes, and he who touches the purification waters will be unclean until 
evening” (Numbers 19:21)? The Gemara responds: What is the meaning 
of the term: He who sprinkles? It means: He who touches." But isn’t it 
written: He who sprinkles? And isn’t it written in the same verse: And 
he who touches? And furthermore, in that verse, one who sprinkles 
requires washing of his clothes, indicating a more severe level of impu- 
rity, whereas one who touches does not require washing of his clothes. 
Apparently, when it is written: He who sprinkles, it is not referring to one 
who touches. 


Rather, the Rabbis assert: What is the meaning of: He who sprinkles? 
It refers to one who carries the purification water." The Gemara asks: But 
if so, let the Merciful One write: One who carries; what is the reason 
that he who sprinkles is written if the reference is to carrying? The Ge- 
mara answers: This use of the term sprinkling to depict carrying teaches 
us that in order to become impure from carrying purification water, one 
must carry the measure required for sprinkling." 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who said that 
sprinkling requires a minimum measure of water, as then the concept 
ofa measure required for sprinkling has meaning. However, according to 
the one who said that sprinkling does not require a minimum measure 
of water," what can be said? There is no concept of a measure required 
for sprinkling. The Gemara answers: Even according to the one who said 
that sprinkling does not require a minimum measure of water, that ap- 
plies only to the measure of purification water that must be sprinkled on 
the back of the impure man; any amount will suffice. However, in the 
vessel into which one dips the hyssop in order to sprinkle the water, a 
certain measure of water is required, as we learned in a mishna: How 
much water should be in the vessel so that it will be equivalent to the 
measure required for sprinkling? It must be equivalent to the measure 
required to dip 


HALAKHA 


The measure required for sprinkling — ngi yw: Purification 
water renders one who touches or carries it impure only if there is 
a certain measure of water, sufficient to dip the tops of the stems 
of the hyssop branch into the water (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 15:1). 


Sprinkling does not require a minimum measure of water - ngi 
YY DW prs: There is no minimum measure of purification water 
required to purify an impure person; any measure suffices (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 10:8). 


A pure per. 


NOTES 
son upon whom they sprinkled puri- 


fication water — voy wiw vim: The question was 
raised that even according to the Rabbis, who hold 


that a pure 
sprinkling o 


person is not rendered impure by the 
purification waters, once the water was 


sprinkled upon him, he carries or touches the water 


and that sh 


ould render him impure. Some explain 


that water sprinkled upon a person is not considered 


contact tha 


renders one impure. Others explain that 


once he was sprinkled with the water, the water was 


disqualified 


due to improper use and therefore no 


longer rend 


He who sp 


ers one impure. 


rinkles means he who touches - »x/2 


yaia - mm2: Tosafot ask how could the Sages say that 
the one who performs the sprinkling is ritually pure, 


contrary to 


the plain meaning of the verse. They 


propose that when the Torah says: And the pure 


person will 
means that 


sprinkle it upon the impure person, it 
the pure person remains pure even after 


sprinkling (Tosefot HaRosh; Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


Removing the ashes from the lamps — nisan Nava: The com- 
mentaries and legal authorities dispute whether this term 
connotes merely clearing the ashes and wicks and cleaning 
the lamps, or if the primary purpose of this service is in fact 
lighting those lamps in which oil remained to burn the rest of 
the day (Ramban on Exodus 27:20). Burning the remaining oil 
prepares the lamps for relighting at the end of the day. 


Who is the tanna who taught the mishnayot in tractate 
Tamid - TAA KIA NA: Tosafot Yeshanim ask why Rav Huna 
concluded that the tanna who taught the mishnayotin tractate 
Tamid was Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa, and answer that Rav 
Huna knew that Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa was involved 
in the discussion of the matters of that tractate. However, 
only once the baraita was cited was it was clear that tractate 
Tamid was not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
Ish HaMitzpa. Indeed, it is common that although most of a 
given tractate is in accordance with the opinion of a certain 
tanna, there may nevertheless be several unattributed opin- 
ions that are in accordance with a different tanna (see Tosefot 
Ri HaLavan). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa — nayan wy jiynaw D7: This Sage 
is mentioned in talmudic literature only a few times. It is known 
that he was a contemporary of Rabban Gamliel the Elder and 
lived when the Temple stood. Based on the Gemara here, he 
was apparently responsible for the preliminary arrangement 
of the mishnayot of one of the tractates that was edited and 
augmented by later Sages. 
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the tops of the stems of the hyssop branch into the water and 
sprinkle it. Apparently, even according to the one who said that 
there is no minimum measure of water for sprinkling, there is a 
minimum measure of water that must be in the vessel. Abaye 
said: Even if you say that the mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said that the purification water 
impurifies the pure, the difficulty can be resolved: The High 
Priest performs the Temple service for the entire day on each 
of the seven days of sequestering, and toward the evening the 
priests sprinkle the purification water upon him. Even if he was 
pure and the sprinkling rendered him impure, he immerses im- 
mediately and observes the requirement to wait until sunset, at 
which point he is purified and prepared to serve the next day. 


§) The mishna teaches that on each of the seven days the High 
Priest burns the incense and removes the ashes from the 
lamps." Apparently, incense is burned first, and then the lamps 
are cleaned. And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a 
mishna in tractate Tamid that discusses the lottery in which the 
priests performing the various tasks that constitute the morning 
Temple service are selected. That mishna first mentions the one 
who was privileged to be selected to perform removal of the 
ashes from the inner altar, and then the one who was privi- 
leged to be selected to remove the ashes from the lamps of the 
candelabrum, and only then does it deal with the one who is 
privileged to be selected burn the incense. According to that 
mishna, removing ashes from the candelabrum precedes the 
burning of the incense. 


Rav Huna said: Who is the tanna who taught the mishnayot in 
tractate Tamid?" It is Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa,” who dis- 
agrees with the tanna of the mishna here. The Gemara asks: But 
didn’t we learn the opposite, as we learned in the mishna in 
tractate Tamid: The priest sprinkles the blood of the daily offer- 
ing on the altar." He comes to the northeast corner of the altar 
and sprinkles once on the northeast corner. From there he 
proceeds to the southwest corner and sprinkles once on the 
southwest corner. 


And it was taught in the Tosefta concerning this mishna: Rabbi 

Shimon Ish HaMitzpa changes the sprinkling of the blood of 
the daily offering relative to the sprinkling of blood of all other 

burnt-offerings. He agrees with the first tanna with regard to the 

first sprinkling of the blood; the priest comes to the northeast 

corner and sprinkles once on the northeast corner. However, 
when he proceeds to the southwest corner he does not sprinkle 

once as he would when offering a burnt-offering; rather, he 

sprinkles on the west side of the altar and then sprinkles on the 

south side. Since the disputing opinion is that of Rabbi Shimon 

Ish HaMitzpa, apparently the unattributed opinions in the mish- 
nayot in tractate Tamid are not the opinions of Rabbi Shimon 

Ish HaMitzpa. 


Rather, there must bea different resolution to the contradiction 
between the mishna here and the one in tractate Tamid. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Who is the tanna who taught the Yom Kippur 
service in tractate Yoma? It is Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa, 
and tractate Tamid is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis who disagree with him. 


HALAKHA 


Sprinkling the blood of the daily offering - 01 npr 
‘want: The sprinkling of the blood of the daily offering, 
like that of the burnt-offering, is performed in the follow- 
ing manner: The priest takes blood from the bowl and 


sprinkles it first at the northeast corner, then at the south- 
west corner, intending in each instance that the blood will 
reach both sides (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 
HaKorbanot 5:6). 
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The Gemara raises a contradiction from one mishna in trac- 
tate Yoma against another mishna in tractate Yoma, as we 
learned in a mishna: The second lottery" conducted daily 
among the priests determined the following: Who slaughters 
the daily morning offering; who sprinkles its blood; who re- 
moves the ashes from the inner altar; and who removes the 
ashes and burnt wicks from the candelabrum; and who takes 
the limbs of the daily offering up to the ramp to be burned 
later. Following the second lottery the priests dispersed, and 
they later reconvened for the third lottery. Before the third 
lottery, the appointee declared: Let only those priests who are 
new to offering the incense come and participate in the lot- 
tery for the incense. Apparently, removing the ashes from the 
lamps of the candelabrum preceded the burning of the incense, 
which contradicts the mishna here. 


Abaye said: This is not difficult." Here, the mishna is discuss- 
ing the removal of the ashes from two lamps," which is per- 
formed after the burning of the incense; there, the mishna of 
the lotteries is discussing the removal of the ashes from five 
lamps," which precedes the burning of the incense. As will be 
explained, the priest attends to five lamps first, and after a break, 
he attends to the final two lamps. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the burning of the incense 

interposes between attending to the first five lamps and attend- 
ing the last two? But when Abaye related the order of the 

daily priestly functions in the name of tradition, didn’t he 

state that it was the sprinkling of the blood of the daily offer- 
ing that interposed between the five lamps and the two, not 

the burning of the incense? The Sages say in response: ‘This is 

not difficult. That sequence cited by Abaye is in accordance 

with the opinion of Abba Shaul, whereas this sequence cited 

in the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
as it was taught in a baraita: One should not remove the ash- 
es from the lamps and then burn the incense; rather one 

should burn the incense and then remove the ashes from 

the lamps. Abba Shaul says: One removes the ashes from 

the lamps and then burns the incense." The different sources 

reflect the dispute cited in the baraita. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of 
Abba Shaul? It is as it is written: “Every morning when 
he removes the ashes from the lamps, he shall burn it” (Exo- 
dus 30:7), and then it is written: “He shall burn it” (Exodus 
30:8). First the lamps are cleaned, and only then is the incense 
burned. And how do the Rabbis, who hold that the incense 
was burned first, interpret this verse? They say: What is the 
Merciful One saying? 


It means: At the time of the removal of the ashes you shall 
burn the incense, and no later. As, if you do not say so but 
explain that the phrase: He shall burn the incense, at the end 
of the verse means after cleaning the lamps, then with regard 
to the burning of the afternoon incense, with regard to which 
it is written: “And when Aaron lights the lamps in the after- 
noon he shall burn it” (Exodus 30:8), in this case too, does it 
mean that initially the priest lights the lamps and only then 
burns the afternoon incense? And if you say indeed, that is 
so, wasn’t the following taught in a baraita with regard to the 
verse: “Aaron and his sons will set it in order to burn from 
evening until morning before the Lord; it shall be a statute 
forever throughout their generations on behalf of the children 
of Israel” (Exodus 27:21)? 


HALAKHA 


The second lottery — 924 D5: Thirteen priests were chosen in 
he second lottery in the Temple. The one who was chosen in 
he lottery slaughters the daily morning offering, the priest next 
o him receives the blood, and so on, following the sequence of 
he mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:6). 


Burning the incense and removing the ashes from the lamps — 
navm MPA: The priest privileged to burn the incense enters 
first, followed by the priest privileged to remove the ashes from 
he candelabrum and clean the two lamps, in accordance with 
he opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 6:4). 


NOTES 
Abaye said this is not difficult — xv? xb IIK Wa: Tosafot ex- 
plain that based on the formulation of the Gemara, Abaye is not 
suggesting an entirely new solution but accepts Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion, adding to and refining it. He does so because it is clear 
from tractate Tamid that there is an alternative opinion with regard 
to the order of the offerings as well as the two lamps. Therefore, it 
is possible to resolve only the contradiction between this mishna 
and the mishna in the second chapter (Josafot Yeshanim; Tosefot 
HaRosh). 


Here the mishna is discussing the removal of the ashes from 
two lamps — nii MW nayga - x3: Tosafot ask: Why does the 
mishna list the lighting of the two lamps, which is performed 
later, rather than the lighting of the five lamps, which is performed 
earlier? Apparently Tosafot and other sources hold that failure to 
remove the ashes from the five lamps does not invalidate the 
service and may even be performed by a non-priest. Therefore, 
the High Priest did not perform that service (Mishhat Aharon). 


The removal of the ashes from five lamps — nit wan naa: 
When the priest arrived he would discover that several of the 
lamps had been extinguished. However, according to tradition, at 
least one lamp, the western lamp, remained burning. This is why 
that lamp and the one next to it were only rekindled or cleaned 
after the ashes were removed from the other five (Rabbi Elyakim). 
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NOTES 


Give the candelabrum its measure of oil - manya Abin : Rashi 
writes that sufficient oil was provided to enable the fie to 
burn from evening to morning even on the longest nights of 
the year. Occasionally there would be leftover oil and the lamps 
would continue to burn during the day. Tosafot Yeshanim com- 
ment that the thickness of the wicks would be adjusted sea- 
sonally: Thin wicks were used in the winter and thicker ones in 
the summer. In this way all the oil was consumed every night 
throughout the year (see Jerusalem Talmud). 


With regard to Rav Pappa, what is the reason that he did 
not say in accordance with the opinion of Abaye — ‚x33 31 
AND VI x ayo xa: There is an additional reason that Rav 
Pappa rejects Abaye's opinion: Abaye interprets the identical 
phrase that appears in two mishnayot in two different ways. 
Abaye explains that the first usage of the phrase: Removes 
the ashes from the lamps, refers to five lamps, and the second 
usage refers to the remaining two lamps. When confronted 
with a situation of that kind, most amora’im prefer to attribute 
each mishna to a different tanna rather than interpret the 
identical phrase differently. Nevertheless, in tractate Zevahim 
Rav Pappa himself adopts the strategy used by Abaye here, 
instead of attributing the two sources to two different tanna’im 
(Mitzpe Eitan). 


HALAKHA 


Give the candelabrum its measure of oil - Anm ay jm: All the 
lamps were filled with half a /og of oil, which allowed them to 
burn from evening to morning (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 3:11). 


Slaughtering the daily offering on Yom Kippur — Pan nonw 
m115377 Da: When the time to slaughter the daily offering 
on Yom Kippur arrived, the animal was brought to the High 
Priest, who cut through most of the two signs that determine 
whether the slaughter is valid, the gullet and the trachea. A 
second priest would step in and complete the job, enabling 
the High Priest to receive the blood and sprinkle it. After that 
the High Priest entered the Temple to burn the incense and 
remove the ashes from the lamps (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 4:1). 
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And the baraita explains: Give the candelabrum its measure of 
oil™ so that it will continue to burn all night from evening until 
morning. Alternatively, the phrase: From evening to morning, 
teaches that you have only this service that is valid when per- 
formed from evening to morning. Apparently, lighting the can- 
delabrum is the final daily Temple service and the incense is not 
burned after the lamps are lit. Rather, what is the Merciful One 
saying in the phrase: “And when Aaron lights the lamps in the 
afternoon he shall burn it.” This teaches that at the time of the 
lighting of the lamps you shall burn the incense, and no later. If 
so, here too, in the morning, at the time of the removal of the 
ashes you shall burn the incense, and no later. This is the ratio- 
nale for the opinion of the Rabbis. 


And Abba Shaul could have said to you in response: It is different 

there, with regard to the burning of the afternoon incense, as it is 

written: “Aaron and his sons will set it [oto] in order.” The term 

oto is exclusionary: Only in the afternoon is it critical that the 

lighting of the lamps be the last service performed and that it fol- 
low the burning of the incense. However, in the morning, where 

there is no exclusionary term, the sequence of the verse is ob- 
served: First attending to the candelabrum and then burning the 

incense. 


Rav Pappa said a different resolution to the contradiction be- 
tween the mishnayot. This is not difficult, because each mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of a different tanna. This mish- 
na, in which the burning of the incense is first, is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis; and that mishna, in which the 
lighting of the lamps is first, is in accordance with the opinion of 
Abba Shaul. The Gemara questions Rav Pappa’s resolution: In 
accordance with the opinion of which tanna is the mishna here 
established? It is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 
The sequence in the mishna where the lottery is discussed is in 
accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul. 


Say the latter clause of that mishna as follows: They brought him 
the sheep for the daily morning offering that he slaughtered by 
cutting most of the way through the gullet and the windpipe. And 
a different priest completed the slaughter on his behalf." And 
then he entered the Sanctuary to burn the morning incense and 
to remove the ashes from the lamps of the candelabrum. Ifso, we 
have again arrived at the opinion of the Rabbis that burning the 
incense precedes attending to the lamps, which leads to the dif- 
ficult conclusion: The first clause and the last clause of the mish- 
na in tractate Yoma are in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, and the middle clause is in accordance with the opinion 
of Abba Shaul. Rav Pappa could have said to you: Indeed, the 
first clause and the last clause are in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, and the middle clause is in accordance with the 
opinion of Abba Shaul. Although this is not common, because 
these mishnayot are not directly juxtaposed, it is possible. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, Abaye does not say in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Pappa, as he is not willing to establish 
the first clause and the last clause in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis and the middle clause in accordance with the 
opinion of Abba Shaul. However, with regard to Rav Pappa, 
what is the reason that he did not say in accordance with the 
opinion of Abaye" and instead prefers an uncommon and difficult 
resolution? Rav Pappa could have said to you that the resolution 
proposed by Abaye is difficult as well, as according to Abaye in 
the first clause of the mishna it was taught with regard to the 
removal of the ashes from two lamps, which is performed later, 
and only then taught the removal of the ashes from five lamps, 
which is performed before the ashes of the two lamps are cleared. 
Therefore, Rav Pappa prefers to establish that the mishnayot reflect 
a tannaitic dispute rather than to accept this reversal of the order. 
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And Abaye holds that this is not difficult and could have said 
to you that the first mishna, which describes the routine of the 
High Priest during his seven days of separation, teaches a gen- 
eral directive describing the services with which the High 
Priest must be familiarized prior to Yom Kippur, without con- 
cern for the sequence. And in terms of the sequence, the 
mishna then teaches it in the context of the actual performance 
of the services. 


Q The Gemara cites a dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi 
Shimon Ish HaMitzpa. The Gemara proceeds to analyze the 
matter itself: The priest comes to the northeast corner of the 
altar and sprinkles once on the northeast corner. From there 
he proceeds to the southwest corner and sprinkles once on 
the southwest corner. And it was taught in the Tosefta con- 
cerning this mishna: Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa changes 
the sprinkling of the blood of the daily offering vis-a-vis the 
sprinkling of blood of all other burnt-offerings. The priest 
comes to the northeast corner and sprinkles once on the 
northeast corner. However, when he proceeds to the south- 
west corner, he sprinkles on the west side of the altar and then 
sprinkles on the south side. The Gemara asks: What is the 
rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa, who 
changes the sprinkling of the blood of the daily offering vis-a-vis 
the sprinkling of blood of all other burnt-offerings? 


Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of one of the Sages of the 
school of Rabbi Yannai that the verse states: “And one goat 
as a sin-offering to the Lord; it shall be offered aside from 
the daily burnt-offering" and its libation” (Numbers 28:15). 
From the phrase: Beside the daily burnt-offering, it is derived 
that the daily offering is a burnt-offering, and from the juxta- 
position of the sacrifice of the sin-offering to the daily offering, 
the Merciful One said: Perform with it the procedure of a 
sin- offering." 


And how can this be accomplished? It can be accomplished 
by performing half of the sprinklings according to the proce- 
dure of a burnt-offering, and half according to the procedure of 
a sin-offering. One sprinkles one sprinkling that is two, i.e., 
one sprinkles the blood on the corner of the altar so that the 
blood is divided between the two sides, in accordance with the 
procedure of a standard burnt-offering. Then he sprinkles 
two sprinklings that are two, in accordance with the proce- 
dure ofa sin-offering.’ The blood ofa sin-offering is sprinkled 
in four separate actions, one on each of the four corners of 
the altar. The Gemara asks: And if the objective is to have the 
daily offering sacrificed like a sin-offering, let him sprinkle the 
blood in a manner that will accomplish both: First, two sprin- 
klings that are four in accordance with the procedure of a 
standard burnt-offering, and then four sprinklings that are 
four in accordance with the procedure of a sin-offering. 


The Gemara rejects that proposal: We did not find a case of 
blood that atones and then again atones. Once the blood 
was sprinkled and brought atonement by following the proce- 
dure of the burnt-offering, one cannot then begin the rite of 
atonement ofa sin-offering. The Gemara asks: And did we find 
the blood of an offering, half of which is sprinkled as a sin- 
offering and half of which is sprinkled as a burnt-offering? 
Rather, perforce, say that the verse juxtaposes them and com- 
mands that the blood of the daily offering be offered half as a 
burnt-offering and half as a sin-offering. Here too, perforce, say 
that the verse juxtaposes them and commands two separate 
sprinklings: The sprinkling of a burnt-offering followed by the 
sprinkling of a sin-offering. 


NOTES 
Aside from the daily burnt-offering - mas nbiy by: The interpre- 
tation of Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa is difficult, because ostensibly 
the meaning of the verse is clear. The sin-offering that is a part of 
the additional offering is brought after the daily offering. However, 
it could be argued that since that halakha is derived elsewhere, the 
verse is superfluous and must come to teach an additional halakha 
(Siah Yitzhak). Alternatively, it is possible that Rabbi Shimon Ish 
HaMitzpa derives his halakha from the slightly atypical language 
that appears in the verse. Usually, the Torah formulates the phrase: 
Beside the daily burnt-offering, millevad olat hatamid. Here the 
verse states instead: Aside from the daily offering, al olat hatamid 
(Gevurat Ari). 


The procedure of a burnt-offering and a sin-offering - aby mwyn 
nym: The primary atonement provided by offerings is achieved 
by means of the sprinkling the blood of the animal on the altar, 
an act referred to as a gift. The blood of a standard burnt-offering 
is sprinkled twice on two opposite corners of the altar with the 
intention of the blood falling on all four walls. This is referred to 
as: Two sprinklings that are four. The sprinkling is performed on 
the bottom half of the altar, beneath the red line that ran across 
the walls indicating the midpoint. The blood of a sin-offering was 
sprinkled on the corners at the top of the altar, one on each side. 
This is known as: Four sprinklings. 


The blood of the sin-offering and burnt-offering - nxwn o7 
apn: Sprinkling of the blood of an offering differs based on the 
type of offering being sacrificed, with the greatest distinction be- 
ing between the sin-offering and the burnt-offering. The priest 
sprinkles the blood of the sin-offering on the upper corners of the 
altar with his finger. The blood of the burnt-offering is splashed 
directly from the vessel, on the bottom half of the altar, beneath 
the red line. The objective was to sprinkle it on the corner so that 
each sprinkling of the blood would fall simultaneously on two walls. 
Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa ruled that one of the sprinklings of the 
blood of the daily burnt-offering should be placed on one corner, 
while on the opposite corner, blood was sprinkled separately on 
the two walls. The result was a combination of the sprinkling of a 
burnt-offering and the sprinkling of a sin-offering. 


Blood sprinkled on the altar 
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HALAKHA 
Sprinkling opposite the Ark cover — n7337 7333 mT: When 


the High Priest sprinkled the blood on the Ark cover, he sprin- 


kled once upward and seven times downward. The blood was 
not really sprinkled upward and downward, but in more of a 
whipping motion, each below the previous one (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:5). 
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The Gemara responds: The two suggestions are different. There, 
in the statement of Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa, there is no 

radical divergence from the standard burnt-offering; it is mere- 
ly dividing the sprinklings. Instead of sprinkling the blood on 

the corner so that it falls on two sides of the altar, one sprinkles 

the blood on each of the two sides separately. In contrast, per- 
forming two independent acts of sprinkling is a radical diver- 
gence. And the Gemara suggests an alternative manner in which 

the daily offering could be offered like a sin-offering. Let us 

sprinkle one sprinkling that is two below the red line painted 

halfway up the altar, in accordance with the procedure of a 

standard burnt- offering, and sprinkle another two sprinklings 

that are two above the red line on the upper half of the altar in 

accordance with the procedure of a sin-offering. 


The Gemara rejects this: We did not find a case of blood half 
of which is sprinkled above the red line and half of which is 

sprinkled below the red line. One either sprinkles all the blood 

on the lower half of the altar, as in the case of most offerings, or 
entirely on the upper half of the altar, as in the case of sin-offer- 
ings. The Gemara asks: And is there really no case of that sort? 

Didn’t we learn in a mishna: The High Priest took the blood of 
the bull into the Holy of Holies and sprinkled from the blood 

one time upward and then seven times downward? Appar- 
ently, the blood of an offering can be sprinkled part upward, 
toward the upper part of the thickness of the Ark cover, and part 
downward, toward the lower part of the thickness of the Ark 
cover." 


The Gemara rejects this: That is not a case of half the blood 
sprinkled upward and half sprinkled downward. Instead, that 
sprinkling was like a matzlif;" the sprinklings were not per- 
formed one above the other, but rather one beneath the other, 
and all were sprinkled in a row on the Ark cover. The Gemara 
explains: What is the meaning of like a matzlif? Rav Yehuda 
demonstrated with his hand; it means like one who whips. 
One who whips another does not strike in one place but directs 
one lash beneath another. 


The Gemara asks: And is there really no case of that sort? Didn’t 
we learn in a mishna with regard to the sprinkling of blood on 
the incense altar: He sprinkled seven times from the blood on 
tohoro of the altar. What, is it not referring to the middle of 
the side of the altar, as people say: Clear noon [tihara], that 
is the middle of the day? In other words, tohoro refers to half- 
way up the altar. Now, since the blood was sprinkled on the altar 
seven times, inevitably some of the blood landed above the 
midpoint and some of it landed below the midpoint. 


Rabba bar Sheila said: No, that is not the meaning of tohoro. 


NOTES 


Like a matzlif- dyna: Some people explain that the lashing lashes to adjust his grip on the whip; sometimes the strap is 
of a whip is imprecise, landing in different spots, not neces- held higher, and sometimes lower. Similarly, with regard to 
sarily above or below a certain point (Me‘iri). Others explain the priest sprinkling blood, the difference between sprinkling 
the image by saying that when one is whipped he is lashed above and sprinkling below depends on whether he holds his 
in front and in back, which requires the one administering the fingers up or down (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 
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Rather, tohoro means on top of the altar itself,’ as it is written: 

“Like the very sky for purity [latohar]” (Exodus 24:10). Tohoro 
refers to the top of the altar after the ashes of the incense are cleared 
and the pure gold is visible. 


The Gemara returns to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Ish 
HaMitzpa: Whatis different that he says to sprinkle in accordance 
with the procedure of the burnt-offering first and then sprinkle 
in accordance with the procedure that is used for the sin-offering? 
Let us first sprinkle in accordance with the procedure that is used 
for the sin-offering and then let us sprinkle in accordance with 
the procedure that is used for the burnt-offering. The Gemara 
answers: Since the daily offering is a burnt-offering, that proce- 
dure takes precedence, and it is followed by the sin-offering. 


The Gemara asks: What is different that he says to sprinkle first 
on the northeast corner of the altar and then on the southwest 
corner? Let him sprinkle first on the southeast corner and then 
on the northwest corner. The Sages say: That is because the blood 
of the burnt-offering requires sprinkling on the side of the altar 
with a base,"® as it is stated: “On the base of the altar of burnt- 
offering” (Leviticus 4:18) and the southeast corner did not have 
a base." Therefore, the sprinkling was performed on the northeast 
corner, where part of the base of the altar was located. 


The Gemara asks: What is different that he says to sprinkle first 
on the northeast corner of the altar and then on the southwest 
corner? Let him sprinkle first on the southwest corner and then 
on the northeast corner. The Gemara answers that it is since the 
Master said: All turns that you turn should be only to the right." 
With regard to certain offerings sacrificed when the priest is on the 
south side of the altar, he would turn to the east, which was to his 
right. Since the animal to be offered is slaughtered to the north of 
the altar, he first sprinkles blood at the corner that he encounters 
first. 


And from where is the conclusion drawn that the Merciful One 
says with regard to a burnt-offering to perform it in accordance 
with the procedure ofa sin-offering? Perhaps it is with regard to 
a sin-offering of the New Moon that the Merciful One says to 
perform it in accordance with the procedure of a burnt-offering. 
The Gemara responds: This can not enter your mind, as it is writ- 
ten: “It shall be offered aside from the daily burnt-offering and 
its libation” (Numbers 28:15). What is the Merciful One saying? 
Cast a matter of the sin-offering upon the burnt-offering, i.e., 
apply the procedure of the sin-offering to the sacrifice of the burnt- 
offering. 


NOTES 


And the southeast corner did not have a base — n217 17) 
Tio ab mI xb Dyna: According to Rashi and other commen- 
tators, the. altar did not have a base on most of its east or south 
side. There was merely a cubit adjacent to the corners. Some 
of the geonim, however, write that there was indeed a base 
on those sides as well, and it was only at the southeast corner 
that there was no base. According to most commentaries, the 
altar did not protrude in those places where there was no base. 
However, some maintain that there was a base on all sides of 
the altar. The base on the south and west sides was a slight 


protuberance from the wall, and on the other sides there was 
a hollow structure through which the blood flowed outside 
the Temple (Peirush Kadmon). 


All turns that you turn should be only to the right - ni»a bs 
par yy shies xb mis naw: The Talmud cites different 
proofs in support of this concept, and there are several cases 
in the Bible (see | Kings 7) in which movement in a circle is 
described as progressing to the right and to the east. 


HALAKHA 
The blood of the burnt-offering requires sprinkling on the 
side of the altar with a base - tip» Anyy mip: The blood of 
the burnt-offering is sprinkled only on the corners of the altar 
where there is a base (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 5:6). 


BACKGROUND 
On top of the altar itself - matat manx: 


High Priest sprinkling blood on top of the altar 


Base of the altar - nayan iD»: This diagram shows the place 
where the offerings were burned, the corners of the altar, 
the ledge surrounding the altar, and the base on some of 
the sides of the altar. 


Aerial view of the altar 
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Chambers in the Hall of the Hearth - pian maa maw): 
Illustration of the chambers in the Hall of the Hearth, based on the 
configuration described in tractate Tamid. 


East 


North 
ynos 


West 


Chambers in the Hall of the Hearth 


The Chamber of the Seals - ninina see When an individual 
arrived at the Temple to sacrifice an offering but did not bring an 
animal with him, he would effect purchase of the animal by paying 
a Temple official. The official gave him a seal, which served as a 
receipt. He then proceeded with the seal to a second official, who 
gave him an animal in return for the seal. The seals were kept in 
the Chamber of the Seals. 


The Chamber of the Hall of the Hearth - 71127 mana): Within 
the large Hall of the Hearth was a smaller chamber called the Hall 
of the Small Hearth. In the center of the large hall, fire was kept 
burning to warm the priests in the winter. The fire burning in the 
smaller room was used to warm the more modest priests (Rashi) or 
was the source of the fire used to light the arrangement of wood 
on the altar (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Hall of the Hearth 


The tops of wooden stakes — ppsbs WNI: Some commentaries 
suggest that the Gemara is describing markers in the floor of the 
Chamber of the Hearth that indicated the boundaries of the sa- 
cred and non-sacred areas. Others explain that the tops of beams 
protruded from the wall to signal this border (Arukh). 
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§ Just as the contradiction above was resolved by attributing 
different sources to different tanna’im, the Gemara cites an ad- 
ditional contradiction with a similar resolution. We learned in 
amishna there: The appointee, the deputy High Priest, said to 

the other priests: Go out and bring a lamb from the Chamber 
of the Lambs, where lambs awaiting sacrifice were kept after 
they underwent inspection and were found to be without blem- 
ish. That mishna continues: The Chamber of the Lambs was 

located in the northwest corner of the Hall of the Hearth in the 

Temple courtyard. And there were four chambers there in that 
hall." One was the Chamber of the Lambs, and one was the 

Chamber of the Seals." In the Temple, seals were dispensed as 

receipts to individuals who paid for sacrificial animals. The 

person then showed the seal to a Temple official, who supplied 

him with an animal. And one was the Chamber of the Hall of 
the Hearth," and one was the chamber where the shewbread 

was prepared. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna in trac- 
tate Middot: Four chambers were open into the Hall of the 
Hearth like small semi-open rooms [kitoniyyot]' that open 
into a central hall [teraklin].- Two of these chambers were lo- 
cated in the sacred area, in the Temple courtyard, and two of 
the chambers were located in the non-sacred area of the Tem- 
ple Mount. And the tops of wooden stakes [pispasin]"' in the 
Hall of the Hearth divided between the sacred area and the 
non-sacred area to apprise the people in both areas where they 
were located and what conduct is required. And what purpose 
did these chambers serve? The southwest chamber was the 
Chamber of the Sacrificial Lambs; 


Chambers in the Hall of the Hearth - “pian ma niwy: 
The Hall of the Hearth contained four smaller chambers: 
Two of them stood in the sacred area in the courtyard and 
two in the non-sacred area of the Temple Mount. The tops 
of wooden stakes demarcated between the two areas. The 
southwestern room was the Chamber of the Lambs; the 


southeastern room was where the shewbread was prepared. 
The northeastern chamber held the altar stones desecrated 
by the Greeks; and the northwestern chamber led to the 
Hall of Immersion. That is the configuration as described in 
tractate Middot and according to the Gemara's conclusion 
here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:10). 


Small semi-open rooms [kitoniyyot] - nvzirp: This Hebrew 
word is the diminutive form of the word kiton, from the Greek 
Kottwv, koiton, meaning bedroom. In the Talmud it can refer 
to any small room. 


Central hall [teraklin] - pope: From the Greek tpucàiviov, 
triklinion, which originally meant beds or couches for reclin- 


ing, but later came to mean the central hall in a house where 
hosts received guests and dined. The bedrooms in the house 
often opened to this central hall. 


Wooden stakes [pispasin] — p35: From the Greek Wijgos, 
psefos, meaning small stone. Here it may be referring to a 
mosaic on the floor or some type of lattice-work. 
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the southeast chamber in the Hall of the Hearth was the 
chamber in which the shewbread was prepared. The north- 
east chamber was the chamber in which the Hasmoneans 
sequestered the altar stones that were desecrated by the 
gentile kings when they sacrificed idolatrous offerings. The 
northwest chamber was the chamber in which the priests 
descended through tunnels to the Hall of Immersion. There 
is a contradiction between the sources with regard to the loca- 
tion of the Chamber of the Lambs. Rav Huna said: Who is 
the tanna who taught the mishnayot in tractate Middof? It is 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, who has a different opinion with 
regard to this matter. 


As we learned in a mishna in tractate Middot:® The dimen- 
sions of the women’s courtyard" were a length of 135 cubits 
by a width of 135 cubits, and there were four chambers in 
its four corners.™ And what purpose did these chambers 
serve? The southeast chamber was the Chamber of the 
Nazirites,° as there the nazirites cook their peace- offerings 
and shave their hair and cast it in the fire to burn beneath 
the pot in which the peace-offering was cooked, as the Torah 
instructs (see Numbers 6:18). The northeast chamber was 
the Chamber of the Woodshed, where blemished priests, 
who are disqualified for any other service, stand and examine 
the logs to determine if they were infested by worms, as any 
log in which there are worms" is disqualified for use on the 
altar. 


The northwest chamber was the Chamber of the Lepers, 
where lepers would immerse for purification. With regard to 
the southwest chamber, Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov said: I 
forgot what purpose it would serve. Abba Shaul says: They 
would place wine and oil there for the meal-offerings and 
libations, and it was called the Chamber of the House of 
Oils. From this mishna it may be inferred that the tanna 
who taught the mishnayot in tractate Middot is Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Yaakov, as that is why the mishna finds it necessary to 
mention that he forgot the purpose of one of the chambers. 


The women's courtyard — ww My: The women's courtyard 
was 135 cubits by 135 cubits. That i is where Israelites gathered 
to pray and to observe the sacrificial services (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:7). 


De Rech ait ah 


The chambers in the women’s courtyard — nivaw mows 
Dw: There were four chambers in the women’s courtyard: 

The Chamber of the Nazirites, the Chamber of the Woodshed, 
the Chamber of the Lepers, and the Chamber of the House of 
Oils (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:7). 


A log in which there are worms — nybin ia ww yy: The altar. Alternatively, the reason is that worms are disgust- 


reason for the precaution is that worms are not kosher, and 
any food forbidden to Jews may not be burned on the 


ing and it is a display of contempt to place them on the 
altar (Me'iri). 


Chambers in the Hall of the Hearth - “pian maa maw): 
Illustration of the chambers in the Hall of the Hearth, based on 
the configuration described in tractate Middot. 


East 
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Chambers in the Hall of the Hearth 


The women's courtyard and its chambers — ania Dw NW: 
The women’s courtyard was a square measuring 135 cubits by 
135 cubits. In the corners of this courtyard were four chambers, 
which were actually unroofed courtyards, each forty by forty 
cubits. 


Israelite 
courtyard 


Women’s 
courtyard 


Women’ courtyard 


Chamber of the Nazirites - way now: 


= 


Nazirite having his head shaven in the Chamber of the Nazirites 
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BACKGROUND 
Directs his attention and looks toward the entrance of 


ing depicts the sie facing the entrance of the Sanctuary 
before burning the red heifer. 


Burning of the red heifer 
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So too, it is reasonable to conclude that the mishnayot in tractate 
Middot are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov, as we learned in a mishna there: All the walls that were 
there surrounding the Temple Mount were high except for the 
Eastern Wall, ™ as the priest who burns the red heifer stands on 
the Mount of Olives, where the red heifer was slaughtered and 
burned, and directs his attention and looks toward the entrance 
of the Sanctuary’? when he sprinkles the blood. 


The Gemara seeks the opinion according to which this would be 
feasible. And we learned in a mishna: All the entrances that were 
there in the Temple" were twenty cubits high and ten cubits wide. 
And we learned in a different mishna describing the layout of the 
Temple:" Inside the eastern wall of the Temple Mount was a lat- 
ticed gate. And we learned in a different mishna: Inside the latticed 
gate was the rampart, which was an elevated area ten cubits wide. 
In that area there were twelve stairs; each stair was half a cubit 
high and half a cubit deep, for a total ascent of six cubits. 


In addition, fifteen stairs ascend from within the women’s court- 
yard and descend from the Israelite courtyard to the women’s 
courtyard. Each stair was half a cubit high and half a cubit deep, 
for an additional ascent of seven and a half cubits. The total height 
of both staircases together was thirteen and a half cubits. And we 
learned in that mishna: The area between the Entrance Hall and 
the altar was twenty-two cubits wide, and there were twelve stairs 
in that area. Each stair was half a cubit high and half a cubit deep, 
for an additional ascent of six cubits and a total height of nineteen 
and a half cubits. 


And we learned in that mishna that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: 
There was an additional stair there between the Israelite courtyard 
and the priests’ courtyard." That stair was one cubit high, and the 
platform on which the Levites stood on was placed upon it" and 
on it were three stairs, each with a height and depth of halfa cubit, 
for a total of twenty-two cubits. 


HALAKHA 


Eastern Wall — mya bia: The Eastern Wall of the Temple Mount 
was lower than the others to allow the priest who slaughtered 
the red heifer to see the entrance to the Sanctuary (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:5). 


Entrances to the Temple — w37aaw ons: All the entrances 
to the Temple Mount and the courtyards were ten cubits wide 
and twenty cubits high (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:2). 


The layout of the Temple — man Y7 7342: Inside the Temple 
Mount wall was an open area, and inside that was the latticed 
gate. Inside the latticed gate was an area ten cubits high known 


Except for the Eastern Wall — mwa bpian yim: Some com- 
mentaries claim that only the part of the Eastern Wal opposite 
the gate was lower, not the entire wall. That was sufficient to 
enable the priest to see the Sanctuary entrance from the Mount 
of Olives (Me'ʻiri; Rambam). 


The stair and the platform - j311 Tyn: Rashi differs from 
other commentaries with regard to the disparity between 
the height of the Sanctuary floor and the floor of the Tem- 
ple Mount. Most commentaries (Rabbeinu Hananel; Tosafot 
Yeshanim) maintain it was twenty-two cubits, since it is clear 


NOTES 


as the rampart. From there one ascended twelve stairs to the 
women's courtyard. Each of the stairs was half a cubit high and 
half a cubit deep. Fifteen stairs, also half a cubit high and half a 
cubit deep each, led to the Israelite courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:3, 81-2). 


The stair leading to the priests’ courtyard - D713 my) myn: 
A stair one cubit high led from the Israelite courtyard to the 
priests’ courtyard. A platform one and a half cubits high stood 
on that stair, meaning that the priests’ courtyard was two and 
a half cubits higher than the Israelite courtyard, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:3). 


that the platform was not a small structure but one that 
spanned the width of the Temple. Therefore, its height must 
be factored into the height disparity. The Tosefot Rid agrees 
with Rashi that the height of the platform is not factored into 
the total. Therefore, the floor of the Sanctuary was only twenty 
and a half cubits higher than the Temple Mount. This is because 
just as there were stairs up to the platform from the Israelite 
courtyard, there were stairs up to the platform from the priests’ 
courtyard as well. The height of the platform is not factored into 
the height of the Sanctuary floor. 
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Granted, if you say that the mishnayot in tractate Middot are in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, that 
is how it can be understood that the entrance was concealed. 
The threshold of the entrance to the Sanctuary was more than 
twenty cubits higher than the threshold of the eastern gate of the 
Temple Mount. One looking through the Eastern Gate would be 
unable to see the entrance of the Sanctuary, because the gate was 
only twenty cubits high. In order to provide the priest perform- 
ing the red heifer ritual on the Mount of Olives with a view of 
the entrance to the Sanctuary, the eastern wall had to be lowered. 


However, if you say that the mishnayot in tractate Middot are in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who do not add the 
two and a half cubits of the stair and the platform added by 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, isn’t there half a cubit through which 
the entrance can be seen? Since the threshold of the Sanctuary 
is only nineteen and a half cubits higher than the threshold of the 
gate, the priest on the Mount of Olives could look through the 
eastern gate of the Temple Mount and see the bottom of the 
Temple entrance. There would be no need to lower the eastern 


wall. 


Rather, must one not conclude from it that that the mishnayot 
in tractate Middot are taught by Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov? Rav 
Adda bar Ahava said: This is not a definitive proof, and it is still 
possible to interpret halakhot of this tractate in a different man- 
ner. Rather, whose is that opinion that the Eastern Wall was 
lowered? It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda," as it was taught in 
a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: The altar is centered and 
stands in the middle of the Temple courtyard, directly aligned 
with the entrances of the courtyards and the Sanctuary, and it 
was thirty-two cubits long and thirty-two cubits wide. 


Ten of those cubits stood opposite the entrance to the Sanctu- 
ary. Eleven of those cubits were to the north of the entrance 

and eleven of those cubits were to the south of the entrance. It 

follows that the altar was aligned precisely opposite the Sanctu- 
ary and its walls. According to this opinion, since the altar was 

directly aligned with the entrance of the Sanctuary, it blocked 

the entrance. The floor of Israelite courtyard was thirteen and a 

half cubits above the threshold of the Eastern Gate. Add nine 

cubits, which was the height of the altar, and the result is that the 

top of the altar was twenty-two and a half cubits higher than the 

threshold of the gate, rendering it impossible to see the entrance 

of the Sanctuary through the eastern gate of the Temple Mount. 
Therefore, it was necessary to lower the eastern wall to enable the 

priest standing on the Mount of Olives to see the entrance of the 

Sanctuary. 


And if it enters your mind to say that the mishnayot in tractate 

Middotare in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, do 

you find that the altar stood in the middle of the courtyard" in 

tractate Middot? But didn’t we learn in a mishna there: The di- 
mensions of the entire courtyard were a length" of 187 cubits 

by a width of 135 cubits. That mishna elaborates: The length of 
the courtyard from east to west was 187 cubits, divided as fol- 
lows: The area of access for the Israelites, known as the Israelite 

courtyard, was eleven cubits long. The area of access for the 

priests to walk and serve was eleven cubits long, and the altar 
itself was thirty-two cubits long. There were twenty-two cubits 

between the Entrance Hall and the altar, and the Sanctuary 
was one hundred cubits long. And there was an additional elev- 
en cubits of space behind the Hall of the Ark Cover, the Holy 
of Holies, which was at the western end of the Sanctuary. 


NOTES 

It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda — 7 TPT 137 1219 K7: 
Later in his commentary, Rashi explains Rav Adda bar Aha- 
va's opinion slightly differently. In his explanation, Rav Adda 
is saying that it is the mishnayot in tractate Tamid that are 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, not the 
mishnayot of tractate Middot. Therefore, any discrepancy 
between the two tractates can be attributed to a dispute 
between Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, the tanna of tractate 
Middot, and Rabbi Yehuda, the tanna of tractate amid. The 
continuation of the Gemara must be explained differently 
as well, according to this understanding. 


NOTES 

Altar in the middle of the courtyard — my y¥raxa nan: 
For the altar to be aligned opposite the entrance to the 
Sanctuary in the middle of the courtyard, it would require 
a gap of almost twenty cubits between the ramp and the 
altar. It would also require changes in the location of the 
other items located in the courtyard. Indeed, according to 
this opinion, the altar was not aligned precisely opposite 
the entrance of the Sanctuary, but was slightly off to the 
side. In addition, since the altar was not constructed as 
a solid mass, as there were recesses at the base and the 
ledge, there was sufficient open space to enable a view 
of the entrance of the Sanctuary even if the priestly court- 
yard was elevated in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov. 

The diagram shows that part of the altar is directly op- 
posite the entrance to the sanctuary while most of the altar 
is on the southern side of the courtyard. 


Altar in the courtyard according to the opinion of the Rambam 


HALAKHA 


The length of the courtyard — 717 JrK: The length of 
the courtyard, not including the women’s courtyard, was 
187 cubits distributed in the following manner. The Israelite 
courtyard was eleven cubits long, as was the priests’ court- 
yard. The altar was thirty-two cubits, and there was a space 
of twenty-two cubits between the altar and the Entrance 
Hall. The Sanctuary was one hundred cubits in length and 
behind it were an additional eleven cubits (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:12). 
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HALAKHA 


The width of the courtyard - mya anit: The width of 
courtyard was 135 cubits. The distance from the northern wal 


he 
to 


the place where the animals were flayed and sliced on pillars was 
eight cubits. The width of the pillars section was twelve and a half 


cubits. The width of the tables was eight cubits, and next to tl 


nat 


was the area of the rings, which was twenty-four cubits. Between 


the rings and the altar was a distance of eight cubits. The a 
and the ramp extended for sixty-two cubits, after which th 


tar 
ere 


was a distance of twelve and a half cubits to the southern wall. 


The Rambam, in contrast to Rashi, rules in accordance with 
measurements in tractate Middot, evenly dividing the unsta 


he 
ed 


measurements (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 


HaBehira 513-15). 
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NOTES 


This chamber was removed - x% pn INP aw) INT: Accord- 


ing to Rashi, this chamber was long and could be seen from both 


corners. Rabbi Moshe HaDarshan writes that i 
from the two corners and stood in the middle o 
of the Hall of the Hearth (Arukh; Me'iri). 


was equidist 
he western s 


f. 


ant 
ide 


It appears to him to be in the south. ..in the north — x»nma 


ția¥3...073 mh: Many commentaries explain that this does 
mean that the location of the chamber appeared to be differ 
depending upon where one stood in the Hall o 
explain that the point is that since the Hall of the Hearth was 
the border of the courtyard, for one standing in 


not 
ent 


he Hearth. They 


on 


he courtyard the 


Hall of the Hearth was to the north, and for one standing on the 


rampart the Hall of the Hearth was to the south. 


From the fact that we raise a contradiction that the shew- 


bread - 0297 ond java: This is an example of the Gem 
raising a question from a source tha 
sources that are available nowadays. | 
tradiction and its resolution were discussed at the time, but 
appropriate spot for the discussion was found in the Talm 
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does not appear in the 
is possible that this con- 


no 
ud. 
There is no Gemara accompanying the mishna of tractate Middot 


(Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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Hyp Dita 


The Gemara provides the dimensions of the Temple’s width" 
from south to north, a total of 135 cubits. The ramp and the 
altar" together were sixty-two cubits. The ramp and altar were 
each thirty-two cubits long, but two cubits of the upper part of 
the altar were subsumed in the base and ledge surrounding the 
altar. There were eight cubits from the altar to the rings to the 
north of the altar, through which the heads of the sacrificial 
animals were placed for slaughter. The area of the rings itself 
was twenty-four cubits, and from the rings to the tables on 
which the animals were rinsed there were an additional four 
cubits. From the tables" to the pillars on which the animals 
were suspended for flaying there were an additional four cubits. 
From the pillars to the courtyard wall there were eight cubits. 
The total to this point is 110 cubits. And the balance of twenty- 
five cubits was between the ramp and the southern wall, along 
with the area filled by the pillars themselves, which was not 
included in the above tally. This yields a total of 135 cubits. 


And if it enters your mind to say that the mishnayot in tractate 
Middot are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
do you find the altar in the middle of the courtyard? Most of 
the altar stands in the southern part of the courtyard. 


The ramp and the altar, etc. — ^3) Maram wast: Despite 
he measurements given, it is clear 
that some details were omitted, e.g., the length of the table 
area. Similarly, the spaces between the ramp and the wall on 
one end, and the area of the pillars on the other end, are not 
precisely delineated. Furthermore, there are certain differ- 
ences of opinion with regard to the Temple measurements. 
According to the Me‘iri and the Rambam there were twelve 
and a half cubits between the ramp and the southern wall, 
and the width of the section of the pillars was also twelve 
and a half cubits. Between the pillars and the northern wall 
were eight cubits, which was also the length of the table area, 


the apparent precision in 
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NOTES 


while the distance between the tables and the pillars was 
eight cubits. 


The tables - nundwn: The space filled by the tables is not 
mentioned in the text, and Rashi explains that he relies on the 
description in the book of Ezekiel that states that each table 
was a cubit and a half long. Based on that, the table area was 
six cubits long. Of course, conceivably, the top of the tables 
might have been wider than the space filled by their legs. In 
addition, the measure would be affected by the manner in 
which they were positioned (see Me'iri, Leviyat Hen, and Rav 
Shmuel Strashun). 


Rather, must one not conclude from it that that the mishnayot 
in tractate Middot are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya’akov? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude 
from it that this is so. 


§ In an additional attempt to resolve the contradiction with 
regard to the Chamber of the Lambs, Rav Adda, son of Rav 
Yitzhak, said: This chamber was removed" from the corner, as 
it was not actually in the corner of the Hall of the Hearth but 
was located along the middle of the western side of the hall. And 
therefore, for one who comes from the north, the chamber 
appears to him to be in the south of the hall; and for one who 
comes from the south, the chamber appears to him to be in 
the north of the hall." 


The Gemara comments: In any event, it is reasonable to say that 
this chamber was closer to the southwest corner than it was to 
the northwest corner. From where does one arrive at that con- 
clusion? From the fact that we raise a contradiction between 
the mishna in tractate Tamid, where we learned that the cham- 
ber in which the shewbread" was prepared stood in the north- 
east corner, and the mishna in tractate Middot, where we learned 
that the chamber in which the shewbread was prepared stood 
in the southeast corner. 
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And we resolve the contradiction based on what Rav Huna, son 

of Rav Yehoshua, said: The Master in tractate Middot envi- 
sions the chambers as one coming via the right, from the south 

to the east, then to the north and then to the west. And the 

Master in tractate Tamid envisions the chambers as one coming 
via the left,"! from the south to the west, then to the north and 

then to the east. Both agree with regard to the location of the 

chamber in which the shewbread was prepared; they merely 
describe that location from different perspectives. 


The Master in tractate Middot envisions via the right, the 
Master in tractate Tamid envisions via the left - xp 12 
Dnw TI Pw Mp var q1 Pwy: The approach in trac- 
tate Middot was as follows: One beginning i in the southwest 
and proceeding right, or counterclockwise, encounters the 
chambers in the following order: Lambs, Shewbread, Altar 
Stones (Hearth), Hall of Immersion (Seals). 

The approach in tractate Jamid was as follows: One begin- 
ning in the southwest and proceeding left, or clockwise, en- 
counters the chambers in the following order: Lambs, Seals, 


Hearth, Shewbread. 
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Granted, if you say that the Chamber of the Lambs was actu- 
ally closer to the southwest corner, that is how Rav Huna re- 
solves the contradiction between one mishna discussing the 
shewbread and the other mishna discussing the shewbread. 
However, if you say that the Chamber of the Lambs was in the 
northwest corner, ultimately, what is the resolution with re- 
gard to the shewbread? Even if you envision the path from the 
other direction, the Chamber of the Seals interposes between 
the Chamber of the Lambs and the chamber where the shew- 
bread is prepared. Rather, must one not conclude from it that 
the Chamber of the Lambs was indeed in the southwest? The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from it that this is so. 


The Gemara questions the assertion that one tanna envisions 
the chambers as one coming via the left. But didn’t the Master 
say: All turns that you turn should be only to the right, which 
in certain cases is to the east? Here the turns are to the left. The 
Gemara answers: This restriction applies only in the course of 
performing the Temple service; however, here, it is a mere 
reckoning, and no priest actually proceeded that way from one 
chamber to the other. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: As the High Priest sacrifices 
any portion that he chooses first and takes any portion” that 
he chooses first." The Sages taught in a baraita: How does 
the High Priest sacrifice any portion that he chooses first? If 
the High Priest so desires, he says: This burnt-offering, I am 
sacrificing, or: This meal-offering, I am sacrificing. That is 
sufficient, and the High Priest does not participate in a lottery. 


NOTES §=— 
Coming via the right. ..via the left -bxnw TIT... TIT: In the 
Tosefot Ri HaLavan this entire discussion is explained. There were 
six chambers in the Hall of the Hearth; four of the six are listed 
in tractate Middot and four of the six are listed in tractate amid. 
Those listed in tractate Jamid are the four that were on the sacred 
side of the Hall of the Hearth; those listed in tractate Middot are 
those chambers that opened into the Hall of the Hearth. In that 
way, several of the difficulties are resolved. 


oles, —__—_—- 
The portion of the High Priest - Sinan jaa pon: In the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud the question is raised: ey regard to sin-offerings 
and guilt-offerings, the High Priest takes the entire offering; why 
is he not entitled, if he so chooses, to take the two loaves and the 
shewbread in their entirety? The answer is that there is a distinc- 
tion between an individual offering and a communal offering. 


HALAKHA 
The High Priest...takes any portion that he chooses first — }713 
vx Pon boia.. The High Priest has the right to take the first 
portion from all sacrificial meat. If he wishes, he may declare: | will 
take this sin-offering or this guilt-offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:12). 
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NOTES 
Four or five — win ix yaIN: Support for this opinion is cited 
from the book of Samuel. When David takes refuge from 
Saul with the High Priest Ahimelech in Nov, he says to the 
High Priest:“And now what do you have here on hand, five 
loaves of bread? Let me have them” (I Samuel 21:4). Ahimel- 
ech then feeds David the shewbread (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


The High Priest does not take half - xe byw xb: One 
could ask: If the Rabbis reject the interpretation of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi that the phrase: For Aaron and his sons, 
means half for Aaron and half for his sons, from where do 
hey derive that the High Priest is entitled to a greater por- 
ion? Apparently, everyone agrees that Aaron receives half; 
however, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi understands that it means 
precisely half, while the Rabbis maintain that he receives 
a bit less than half. The Rabbis believe it inappropriate for 
he High Priest, who is an individual, to receive the same 
number of loaves that is received by all the other priests 
ogether. Therefore, he receives one loaf fewer than they 
do (Gevurat Ari; Tosafot; Tosafot Yeshanim). 


HALAKHA 


The High Priest may take from the shewbread — bina mE) 
men onda bun: The High Priest takes half of the shewbread 
rom every priestly watch, but it is not in keeping with the 
deference due the High Priest to give him a piece of a loaf. 
n the Lehem Mishne it is explained that the Rambam rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
based on the fact that the conclusion of the Gemara in 
ractate Bava Batra is in accordance with his opinion. Fur- 
hermore, the Rambam adopts Abaye's interpretation of 
he opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi despite the principle 
hat the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava 
in his disputes with Abaye, because Rava's opinion leaves 
some questions unanswered (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 4:14). 


Perek | 
Daf18 Amuda 


74 


PEREK I: 18A MATN pD 


ANIK WKI pon bpi ty 
Xx TM OWN” Ae oy it nK” 
nbn nN nbn byin 3K 
m37 onb TUVAN wan Kyat 
sara wan abiyd ix 931 
ayn - ma seu aay 


Dui PY Np AD’ XT 
-0 ibn Awa NY nbn 
sans bow KDS ANNT NT 
TUYAN won IX YII NN 
SOX pa INN - DDT ‘ond 
111 XDD MIDI IDS bow Kb 
- KDD) KY WAN chi: Wait 

Ppa MSTA YD 


pa RNY MY) PIK TON 
mix wht Apia pa Tim 
“rem is MY BT 


wath - wan ix yas om 
Krin WW boi DID) SWNT 
ad minds nos ww wy Dyis 
XIN vya ben WITWY DYN 

bpw wan - when 


yaw doi pana sat a at 
Kyi nina nos awa ow 
vya „bn Wwa Wyn won byi 

II bpon - when xn 


TY ap) nem 37 ADD WX KI] 
KI VINK ND Kb) TPID 
bpw ya won 


How does the High Priest take any portion that he chooses first? 

The High Priest says: This sin-offering, I am eating, or: This guilt- 
offering, I am eating. And he may even take one loaf of the two 

loaves offered on the festival of Shavuot. He may take four or five" 

of the twelve shewbread" loaves that are distributed to the priests 

every Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The High Priest always 

takes five of the twelve shewbread loaves, as it is stated: “It shall 

be for Aaron and his sons and they shall eat it in a sacred place” 
(Leviticus 24:9). From the fact that Aaron and his sons are listed 

separately, it is derived that half of the loaves were given to Aaron, 
or the High Priests who succeeded him, and half were given to his 

sons. Since, as explained below, only ten of the loaves were actually 

distributed, the High Priest received five. 


This baraita is itself difficult, as it is self-contradictory. First you 
said: He takes one loaf of the two loaves offered on the festival of 
Shavuot. Whose opinion is this? It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, who said that the High Priest takes half. Say the middle 
clause of the baraita as follows: The High Priest takes four or five 
of the twelve shewbread loaves; we have come to the opinion of 
the Rabbis, who say that the High Priest does not take half" but 
takes less than half. Say the last clause of the baraita as follows: 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that the High Priest always takes five. 
The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the first clause and the last 
clause of the baraita are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, and the middle clause is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis? That conclusion is difficult. 


Abaye said: The first clause and the middle clause of the baraita 
are in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, and in the case 
of the two loaves, the Rabbis concede with regard to a piece of a 
loaf that it is inappropriate to give it to the High Priest. According 
to the Rabbis, the High Priest should actually receive less than one 
loaf, as in their opinion he is entitled to less than half; however, since 
it is inappropriate to give him a piece of the loaf, he takes an entire 
loaf as his portion. 


And what is the meaning of four or five; i.e, when does the High 
Priest take four loaves and when does he take five? According to the 
Rabbis, who say: The priestly watch that is incoming on Shabbat 
takes six of the loaves, and the outgoing watch takes six, and the 
incoming watch receives no greater portion as payment for closing 
the doors, it is from twelve loaves that the High Priest must divide 
and take his share, but he receives half of the loaves less one, mean- 
ing that he takes five. According to the Rabbis, the High Priest re- 
ceives less than half; however, since it is inappropriate to give him 
a piece of a loaf, less than halfis five whole loaves. 


According to Rabbi Yehuda, who said: The priestly watch that is 
incoming on Shabbat takes seven of the loaves, two of which are 
payment for closing the doors; and the outgoing watch takes five 
loaves, it is from ten that he must divide the loaves. Those two of 
the twelve loaves are a separate payment and are not factored into 
the tally of those designated for distribution. Subtract one from 
half of that total, as subtracting less than one loaf would lead to a 
situation where the High Priest receives a piece of a loaf, which is 
inappropriate. And therefore, the High Priest takes four. 


Rava said that the baraita should be explained differently. The en- 
tire baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda that only ten loaves are divided. Rather, what then is the 
meaning of the statement that the High Priest takes four loaves? 
According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, doesn’t he need to take five? 
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This halakha that the 
High Priest takes four loaves is in a case where there is a watch that 
is detained. When the start of a Festival occurs on a Sunday night 
and one of the priestly watches was forced to arrive before Shabbat 
to ensure that they would arrive in time for the Festival; or, alterna- 
tively, if the Festival ended on a Thursday and one of the priestly 
watches was detained until the conclusion of Shabbat and only then 
departed, that priestly watch takes two loaves. That halakha that the 
High Priest takes five loaves is in a case where there is not a watch 
that is detained, and the shewbread in divided only between the 
watch that concludes its service that Shabbat and the watch that 
begins its service that Shabbat." 


If there is a watch that is detained,’ that detained watch takes two 
loaves, and the outgoing watch takes two loaves as payment for 
closing the doors. Therefore, it is from eight that the High Priest 
must divide the loaves, and he takes four. If there is not a watch 
that is detained, it is from ten that he must divide the loaves and 
the High Priest takes five. 


The Gemara asks: If so, that even the middle statement of the ba- 
raita is attributed to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and it is referring to a 
watch that is detained, what is the meaning of the last clause in the 
baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The High Priest always takes 
five loaves? That statement indicates that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
disagrees with the middle clause, while according to Rava’s inter- 
pretation Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes that in certain circum- 
stances the High Priest takes only four loaves. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, it is difficult to reconcile Rava’s interpretation with 
the language of the baraita. 


MI S HN A The Sages provided the High Priest with 

Elders" selected from the Elders of the 
court, and they would read before him the order of the service of 
the day of Yom Kippur. And they would say to him: My Master, 
High Priest. Read the order of the service with your own mouth, 
as perhaps you forgot this reading or perhaps you did not learn 
to read. On Yom Kippur eve in the morning, the Elders stand him 
at the eastern gate of the courtyard and pass before him bulls and 
rams and sheep so that he will be familiar with the animals and 
grow accustomed to the service, as these were the animals sacri- 
ficed on Yom Kippur. Throughout all the seven days that the High 
Priest was in the Parhedrin chamber, they would not withhold 
from him any food or drink that he desired. However, on Yom 
Kippur eve at nightfall, they would not allow him to eat a great 
deal because food induces sleep and they did not allow him to 
sleep, as will be explained." 


È E M ARA The Gemara wonders about the depiction 


in the mishna of the Elders questioning the 
High Priest as to whether he forgot this reading or perhaps did not 
learn to read. Granted, perhaps he forgot, that is fine, as it is con- 
ceivable that he is not accustomed to reading the Torah and might 
have forgotten this portion. However, is it conceivable that perhaps 
the High Priest did not learn to read? Do we appoint a High Priest 
of that sort who never learned the Bible? 


But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that it is stated: “And the priest 
who is greater than his brethren” (Leviticus 21:10);" this teaches 
that he must be greater than his priestly brethren in strength, in 
beauty, in wisdom, and in wealth. Aherim say: Wealth is not a 
prerequisite for selecting a High Priest, but from where is it derived 
that ifhe does not have property of his own that his brethren the 
priests elevate him and render him wealthy from their own prop- 
erty? The verse states: “And the priest who is greater [haggadol] 
than his brethren”; elevate him [gaddelehu] from the property of 
his brethren. In any event, there is a consensus that wisdom is a 
prerequisite for his selection." 


NOTES 

The outgoing and incoming watches — D232, xx? YAWN: 
Priestly watches would rotate every week. Both the in- 
coming and the outgoing watches were present in the 
Temple on Shabbat and divided the week's shewbread. 
However, all the watches served together during Festivals, 
and therefore, on a Shabbat that occurred during or just 
before or after the Festival, the shewbread was divided 
among all the watches. If the Festival ended on Thursday, 
some of the watches would not return home immediately 
but remained in Jerusalem for Shabbat. These detained 
watches received two shewbread loaves. 


If there is a watch that is detained — W2W1 KDY 1K 
aaynai: The early commentaries note that if the detained 
watches are taken into account, it is possible to explain the 
mishna according to Abaye’s understanding of the opinion 
of the Rabbis, and it would be unnecessary to resort to 
the forced explanation that appears in the Gemara. How- 
ever, since the situation of a detained watch was so rare, 
Abaye preferred to explain the matter differently (Tosafot 
Yeshanim; Tosefot Ri HaLavan; Maharsha). 


And the priest who is greater than his brethren — 7737) 
vow bran: Some explain this halakha by citing the entire 
verse: “And the priest who is greater than his brethren, on 
whose head the anointing oil has been poured” (Leviticus 
21:10). Apparently, the priest's standing was greater than 
that of his fellow priests even before he was anointed 
(Mishkenot Ya‘akov). 


HALAKHA 

They provided him with Elders - Dp b 1p: The Sages 
provide the High Priest with Elders who were members of 
the court, who read the order of the service of the day of 
Yom Kippur before him and teach him how to perform the 
service. They accustom him to read from the Torah, and on 
the eve of Yom Kippur they situate him in the courtyard 
and pass different animals before him to familiarize him 
with the service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 1:5). 


Eating during the seven days - oa nyawa TPX: Dur- 
ing the seven days of sequestering the High Priest eats to 
his heart's desire; however, on Yom Kippur eve he limits his 
eating so that he will not fall asleep (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 1:6). 


Who is fit to be a High Priest — minx maith AKTA: 
The High Priest must be greater than his fellow priests 
in strength, beauty, wisdom, and wealth. If he has no 
property of his own, his fellow priests elevate him and 
render him wealthy from their own property (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:1). 


OV PID-PEREKI-18A 7S 
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NOTES 
Goats - wyw: The author of the Me‘iri explains that this 
Gemara is alluding to belief in theological dualism, which was 
widespread in the talmudic era. Since the scapegoat was not 
sacrificed in the Temple, passing the goats before the High 
Priest may have led thoughts of dualism to cross his mind, 
upsetting him. In the Jerusalem Talmud, the explanation of 
the fact that the goat did not pass before the High Priest is 
that since the service performed on the goat sacrificed to God 
was identical to that which was performed on the bull, there 
was no need to review the procedure with regard to the goat. 


To loosen his bowels — iono: Some commentaries explain 
he Gemara differently: He is given food that is mostly digested 
and creates little waste, so that he will not need to relieve 
himself often on Yom Kippur. 


A state of arousal — ovam: In the Jerusalem Talmud the ques- 
ion is raised: Why are these efforts necessary? After all, one 
of the miracles in the Temple was that the High Priest never 
experienced a seminal emission on Yom Kippur. The answer 
here is that nevertheless, one may not rely on miracles, and 
all efforts must be expended to prevent the emission. Alter- 
natively, these efforts are necessary because the miracles were 
performed in the First Temple. In the Second Temple, they 
were not worthy of miracles. 


LANGUAGE 


Policeman [dayyala] - Koma: Possibly from the Greek Soðàoç, 
doulos, meaning slave or servant, and is used with this mean- 
ing elsewhere in the Gemara. Here, this word is used to refer 
to an attendant of the court, or a policeman. 


HALAKHA 


What a High Priest does not eat -53x bin 1T px ma: On 
the eve of Yom Kippur the High Priest was not fed foods that 
might lead to a seminal emission, such as eggs and warm milk. 
The Rambam rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir and Elazar ben Pinehas, which appears to be the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara, and in accordance with the Jerusalem 
Talmud, in which there is no distinction between a High Priest 
and a zav in the foods they avoided (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:6). 
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Rav Yosef said: This is not difficult. There, the baraita that lists 

wisdom among the attributes of the High Priest is referring to the 

First Temple, where this halakha was observed and the High 

Priests possessed those attributes listed. Here, the mishna is refer- 
ring to the Second Temple, where this halakha was not observed, 
so a situation where the High Priest was not well-versed in the 

Bible was conceivable. As Rav Asi said: The wealthy Marta, 
daughter of Baitos, brought a half-se‘a of dinars in to King Yan- 
nai for the fact that he appointed Yehoshua ben Gamla as High 

Priest. This is an example of the appointment of High Priests by 
means of bribery and gifts. Since that was the practice, a totally 
ignorant High Priest could have been appointed. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: On Yom Kippur eve in the morn- 
ing, the elders pass different animals before the High Priest. A 
tanna taught in the Tosefta: Even goats were brought before him. 
The Gemara asks: And the tanna of our mishna, what is the 
reason that he did not teach that goats’ were among the animals 
that passed before the High Priest? The Gemara answers: Since 
goats come as atonement for sins, passing them before the High 
Priest will evoke transgressions and he will become distraught. 


The Gemara asks: If so, a bull should be not be passed before him, 
as it too comes to atone for sin. The Gemara answers that there 
is a difference in the case of a bull, since it is to atone for his sins 
and for the sins of his brethren the priests that it comes; among 
his brethren the priests, if there is a person who has a sinful 
matter, the High Priest would know about it and lead him back 
to the path of righteousness through repentance. Therefore, pass- 
ing a bull before the High Priest will not render him distraught, as 
it will merely remind him of his responsibility toward his priestly 
brethren. On the other hand, with regard to the entire Jewish 
people, he does not know of their sinful matters and is unable to 
facilitate their repentance. Passing goats before the High Priest 
will evoke their sins as well as his inability to correct the situation, 
leaving him distraught. 


Apropos the High Priest being privy to the sinful behavior of his 
fellow priests, Ravina said that this explains the folk saying that 
people say: If the beloved son of your beloved sister becomes a 
policeman [dayyala],' see to it that in the marketplace you do 
not pass before him. Be wary of him because he knows your sins. 


§ We learned in the mishna: Throughout all the seven days that 
the High Priest was in the Parhedrin chamber, they would not 
withhold from him any food or drink that he desired. It was 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda ben Nekosa says: On Yom 
Kippur eve they feed him fine flour and eggs in order to loosen 
his bowels," so that he will not need to relieve himself on Yom 
Kippur. They said to Rabbi Yehuda ben Nekosa: In feeding him 
those foods, all the more so that you bring him to a state of 
arousal.’ Feeding him those foods is antithetical to the efforts to 
prevent the High Priest from becoming impure, as they are liable 
to cause him to experience a seminal emission. 


It was taught in a baraita that Sumakhos said in the name of 
Rabbi Meir: One does not feed him foods represented by the 
acrostic: Alef, beit, yod; and some say that one does not feed him 
foods represented by the acrostic: Alef, beit, beit, yod; and some 
say neither does one feed him white wine. The Gemara elabo- 
rates: Not alef, beit, yod means neither etrog, nor eggs [beitzim], 
nor old wine [yayin]. And some say: Not alef, beit, beit, yod 
means neither etrog, nor eggs [beitzim], nor fatty meat [basar], 
nor old wine [yayin]. And some say neither does one feed him 
white wine because white wine brings a man to the impurity of 
a seminal emission." 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


P2317303 D pin pana 
DWA INX pms fa why DKA 
POSXO PX KPNI J3 APM 1 
bp xb) "a3 xy wasn sb inix 
xb men p> pwand DIT 
mya x mya hr apb- aan 
bis by poun- 0723 ax) pred 

DOI Ow Ws 


PIR “p> PRIIT oat bs xby 
pay unt NI min DKA insb 
pb DIKI NK DIN DAIT AWN 

own yn b) me 


Perek I 
Daf18 Amud b 


pyan nahon oben 
wpb ae be ty KYY PET 
Th PND DTT PAVN NIN "TTI 
EASA ab: INP 937 VON V 
TON DWYT TX TIYRAY - nine 
bis» DN 9348 (MONT) XIT 17 
swayn -wb Dy) bain - tors 
KPIA N33 I9 VAN MY +33 by 

TSI 


Similarly, the Sages taught: If a man experienced an emission 
that could render him a zav, one attributes the emission not to 
his being a zav but perhaps to a different cause, e.g., to food," or 
to all kinds of food, i.e., he may have eaten too much food, 
which could have caused the emission. Elazar ben Pinehas says 
in the name of Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira: During the days 
that a zav is examining himself to determine whether or not he 
is impure, one feeds him neither foods represented by the 
acrostic: Het, gimmel, beit, yod, nor foods represented by the 
acrostic: Gimmel, beit, mem,’ nor any food items that might 
bring him to impurity caused by an emission. The Gemara 
explains: Not het, gimmel, beit, yod means neither milk [halav], 
nor cheese [gevina], nor egg [beitza], nor wine [yayin]. And 
not gimmel, beit, mem means neither soup of pounded beans 
[mei gerisin], nor fatty meat [basar], nor small fish pickled in 
brine [muryas]." 


The Gemara asks about the phrase: Nor any food items that 
might bring him to impurity; what does it come to include? 
It comes to include that which the Sages taught: Five food 
items bring a man to a state of impurity due to emission. And 
these are: Garlic, 


cress,” purslane,’ eggs," and arugula.” Apropos the arugula 
plant, the Gemara cites a verse: “And one of them went out into 
the fields to collect orot” (11 Kings 4:39). It was taught in the 
name of Rabbi Meir with regard to orot in this verse: This is the 
plant called arugula. Rabbi Yohanan said: Why are these aru- 
gula plants called orot? It is because they enlighten [me’irot] 
the eyes. Rav Huna said: With regard to one who finds aru- 
gula, ifhe can eat it, he eats it, and if not, he passes it over his 
eyes, as that too is beneficial. Rav Pappa said: Arugula is most 
effective when it grows on the border of the field, where it is 
unadulterated by other plants. 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 

An emission that could render him a zav, one attributes the 
emission to food -boxna bpbin at: One does not become a 
zav if he experiences an emission due to an external cause, as 
one’s impurity should not depend on a factor external to him. 
A potential zav is examined to determine if the emission can be 
linked to his conduct, e.g., eating particular foods. If he overate, 
drank excessively, or ate food that leads to emission, he does 
not assume the status of a zav (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 2:2). 


NOTES 

Neither het, gimmel, beit, yod, nor gimmel, beit, mem — xb 
5733 x yaan: In Tosafot Yeshanim the question is raised: 
Why is a zav not allowed to eat these foods during the week 
when he is trying to prevent an emission, but there is no such 
restriction imposed on a High Priest during his week of seques- 
tering? The answer is that less precaution is necessary with 
regard to the High Priest, since he has not already displayed 
a tendency to experience emissions. In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
the ruling is that these restrictions apply equally to a zav and 
to a High Priest. 


LANGUAGE 


Small fish pickled in brine [muryas] - Dy: From the Latin 
muries or muria, meaning brine of salty fish. 


NOTES 
A zav should not eat eggs - w% box x: Some commentar- 
ies explain that eggs are emphasized here more than the other 
foods because congealed raw egg white resembles semen, so 
that eating eggs might raise suspicions (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


Cress - m>nw: There are different types of edible cress. One 
common species is garden cress, Lepidium sativum L., which is 
a fast-growing herb similar to watercress and mustard, sharing 
their peppery, tangy flavor and aroma. This annual plant can 


reach a height of 60 cm with many branches on the upper part. 


Garden cress 


Purslane — nishan: The stems, leaves, and flower buds of A cluster of arugula leaves - 313 by max: Arugula, a type of 


purslane are all edible. It is an annual plant and can reach 40 cm 
in height. 


Common purslane 


native mustard, Eruca sativa, is an annual plant, which grows to 
a height of between 15 and 60 cm. The flowers of the arugula 
have a yellowish color with purple veins. During the Second 
Temple period, fruit of the arugula was used as a mustard substi- 
tute. The plant grew wild abundantly on roadsides throughout 
Eretz Yisrael, although not in the Negev. The plant is referred 
to in several places in the Gemara as beneficial for the eyes. 


Arugula 
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NOTES =——————————- 
Would happen to come to Darshish — ww yopa 3: 
Some explain that the men in the locations mentioned 
would not take the obligation to marry seriously and would 
postpone getting married. Therefore, in order to serve as role 
models and impress upon them the significance of mar- 
riage, Rav and Rav Nahman were reluctant to remain there 
even briefly without a wife (Ben Yehoyada). Others explain 
that since the residents of that town were cynics, quick to 
disparage others, the Sages arranged to be married so that 
the residents would not spread rumors about them. 


And the land became filled with lewdness [zima] — Biyen 
mar YT: This verse is cited as support due to the inter- 
pretation of zima as zu ma, meaning: Who is this? Due to 
licentiousness, the identity and parentage of children was 
unclear (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 
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Rav Giddel said that Rav said: A guest should neither eat eggs, 
because they lead to a seminal emission, nor sleep in a garment 
belonging to the homeowner," his host, because if he experiences 
a seminal emission and it gets on the garment, he will be diminished 
in the estimation of his host. Apropos conduct of a guest, the 
Gemara relates: When Rav would happen to come to Darshish" 
he would declare: Who will be married to me for the day that Iam 
here so that I will not be unwed in this place, after which I will di- 
vorce her? Similarly, when Rav Nahman would come to Shekhan- 
tziv he would declare: Who will be married to me for the day that 
I am here? 


But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov 
says: Aman should not marry a woman in one state and go and 

marry another woman in a different state," lest a match be ar- 
ranged between the child of this wife with the child of that wife 

who are unaware of their relationship. This would lead to a brother 
marrying his sister or a father marrying his daughter, filling the 

whole world in its entirety with mamzerim. And concerning this 

it is stated: “And the land became filled with lewdness” (Leviticus 

19:29). The Sages say in response: The Sages generate publicity. 
Since they were well-known, the identity of their children was also 

undoubtedly known. Therefore, there was no concern that errors of 
this kind would befall their children. 


The Gemara raises a different problem with the practice of Rav and 

Rav Nahman. But didn’t Rava say: With regard to one who pro- 
posed marriage to a woman" and she agreed, she is required to sit 

seven clean days, as perhaps due to the anticipatory desire she 

might not notice that she experienced menstrual bleeding and she 

is therefore impure. How, then, could these amora’im marry a wom- 
an on the day that they proposed? The Gemara answers: The Sages 

would inform them by sending messengers before their arrival. 
The messenger would announce that the amora sought to marry a 

local woman. The woman who agreed would in fact wait seven clean 

days before marrying him. 


And if you wish, say instead that these Sages were not actually 
proposing marriage; rather, they proposed so that they could be in 
seclusion with the women," without consummating the relation- 
ship. Since the women knew that the marriage would not be con- 
summated, they did not experience anticipatory desire. There is no 
similarity between one who has bread in his basket and one who 
does not have bread in his basket. One who does not have access 
to bread experiences hunger more acutely than one for whom bread 
is available and can eat whenever he chooses. Similarly, an unmar- 
ried man experiences a more acute desire. In order to mitigate that 
desire, these Sages made certain that women would be designated 
for them. 


A guest should not.. 


.sleep in a garment belonging to a 


HALAKHA 
a woman, whether an adult or a minor, was proposed marriage 


homeowner - man bya by inya p» x5: A guest should 
not sleep in his host's garment lest he stain it with a seminal 
emission (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240:13). 


Aman should not marry women in different states - xb x 
Misiw nimaa Dwa: A man should not wed a woman in one 
country and then go and marry another woman in a different 
country, as the danger exists that their children will unwittingly 
come to marry each other. However, a prominent person whose 
children are therefore also known is permitted to do so (Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 2:11). 


One who proposed marriage to a woman — xvid pyan: If 


and she agreed, she must wait seven days without menstrua- 
tion before marrying, in accordance with the opinion of Rava 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 192:1) 


Be in seclusion with the women — and sara NT TAM: AC- 
cording to the Rambam, a Torah scholar may marry a woman 
immediately after proposing, although they may not engage 
in relations until waiting seven clean days after marriage. That 
is because the Torah scholar is aware of the prohibition and 
will wait until the seven days have elapsed. The Ra’avad dis- 
agrees, and the Beit Yosef added several restrictions to the leni- 
ency of the Rambam (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 11:9). 
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MI SH N The Elders of the court who read the 

order of the service of the day before the 
High Priest passed him to the Elders of the priesthood, and 
they took him up to the House of Avtinas. And they admin- 
istered him an oath" and took leave of him and went on their 
way. When they administered this oath they said to him: My 
Master, High Priest. We are agents of the court, and you are 
our agent and the agent of the court. We administer an oath 
to you in the name of Him who housed His name in this 
House, that you will not change even one matter from all that 
we have said to you with regard to the burning of the incense 
or any other service that you will perform when alone. After this 
oath, he would leave them and cry, and they would leave him 
and cry in sorrow that the oath was necessary. 


They kept him occupied throughout the night to prevent him 
from sleeping. If he was a scholar, he would teach Torah. If 
he was nota scholar, Torah scholars would teach Torah before 
him. And if he was accustomed to read the Bible, he would 
read;" and if he was not, they would read the Bible before 
him. And what books would they read before him to pique his 
interest so that he would not fall asleep? They would read from 
Job, and from Ezra, and from Chronicles. Zekharya, son of 
Kevutal,' says: Many times I read before him from the book 
of Daniel. 


GEMA A tanna taught: The Sages took the 

High Priest to the House of Avtinas, 
where the incense was prepared, to teach him the method of 
taking handfuls" of incense, which is a difficult and complex 
skill. Rav Pappa said: The High Priest had two chambers. One 
was the Parhedrin chamber and one was the Chamber of the 
House of Avtinas. One of them was in the north of the court- 
yard, and one was in the south. The Gemara explains: One was 
in the north, as we learned in the mishna: There were six 
chambers in the Israelite courtyard, three in the north and 
three in the south. 


The chambers in the south were the Chamber of the Salt, the 
Chamber of the Parva, and the Chamber of the Rinsers. The 
Gemara explains the function performed in each chamber. The 
Chamber of the Salt was where the priests would place the salt 
for the offering in storage The Chamber of the Parva, the hides, 
was where they salted the consecrated hides that belonged to 
the priests, to prevent them from spoiling. And on the roof of 
that chamber was the Hall of Immersion for the High Priest 
for Yom Kippur. The Chamber of the Rinsers was where they 
would rinse the innards of consecrated animals, which were 
not taken up to the altar while dirty or with undigested food 
remaining in them. From there a circular staircase ascended 
to the roof of the Chamber of the Parva. 


HALAKHA 


The chambers in the Israelite courtyard — nyyaw mowha 
ews: There were six chambers in the Israelite court- 
yard. Three were in the south: The Chamber of the Salt, 
the Chamber of the Parva, and the Chamber of the Rinsers. 
Three were in the north: The Chamber of the Wood, which 
was the High Priest's chamber, the Chamber of the Exile, 


and the Chamber of Hewn Stone. There were an addi- 
tional two chambers adjacent to the eastern gate: The 
Chamber of Pinehas the Dresser and the Chamber of the 
Preparers of the Griddle-Cake Offering, which was offered 
daily by the High Priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:17). 
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HALAKHA =—=—W¥-W¥_—____- 
Administering an oath to the High Priest -bim ja nwan: In 
the era of the Second Temple the High Priests were suspected 
of Sadducee tendencies. Therefore, they were forced to take 
an oath that they would not deviate from the accepted Yom 
Kippur procedure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 1:7). 


He would teach and read — x71 W71: The High Priest was not 
allowed to sleep the entire night of Yom Kippur. If he was a Torah 
scholar, he would teach, and if not, Torah scholars would teach 
him. If he was accustomed to read the Bible, he would read; 
otherwise, they would read to him from the Bible (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:8). 


LANGUAGE 


Kevutal - bprap: Possibly from the Latin Capitolium, a proper 
name from the root caput, meaning head. 


NOTES §=——¥——_____- 
To teach him the method of taking handfuls - 725m ina: 
The House of Avtinas was where the incense was prepared, and 
the High Priest had no actual function there. However, since that 
was where the incense was stored, he was taken there to learn 
the method of taking handfuls. As will be seen, this was one of 
the most difficult tasks in the Temple (Yad David). 
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NOTES 


The Chamber of Hewn Stone [gazit] - 11371 now: Several 
suggestions were raised to explain the name of this chamber. 
Some commentaries explain that the chamber was construct- 
ed of hewn and dressed stones. Although no iron tools were 
permitted in the Temple, it was permitted to chisel stones 
outside the Temple and use them in the Temple. The only 
exception was stones for the altars (Ritva). Others explain 
that this chamber was unique in that it was closed, and its 
name gazit is from a Hebrew root meaning cut. The chamber 
was cut in that it was separated from its surroundings (Arukh). 
Alternatively, it may refer to the priests who were disqualified 
and cut from the roster of active priests by the Sanhedrin that 
convened there (Ritva, citing geonim). 


The High Priest's chamber was behind the two chambers — 
mw oping as big yia maw: Tosefor Ri HaLavan writes 
that there are two ways to understand the statement of Abba 
Shaul. One opinion is that he is completing the statement 
of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov. The other opinion (Rambam) 
is that it disagrees with the statement of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov (Siah Yitzhak). 


The Gate of Fire and the Gate of the Offering - apn ww 
129p Wr: Some explain that the Gate of Fire was so called 
because fire for the arrangement of wood was brought 
through it (Tosafot Yeshanim). Others claim that the name 
derives from the firewood that was carried via this gate to the 
altar (Mefaresh Tamid). The Gate of the Offering is referred to 
elsewhere as the Gate of the Firstborn because the firstborn 
animals were led through this gate for sacrifice. 


Immersions in the sacred area of the courtyard — niva 
wtipa: A detailed description of the High Priest's Yom Kippur 
immersions will follow. From the verse: “He will cleanse his 
flesh in water in a sacred place” (Leviticus 16:24), it is derived 
that the immersions took place in the sacred area. However, 
the first immersion was the usual one undertaken by all who 
entered the Temple, so it did not require special regulations 
as immersions in the Temple did. 


HALAKHA 


The Chamber of Hewn Stone - may now: The Chamber 
of Hewn Stone was the permanent seat of the Sanhedrin of 
seventy-one judges. One of the tasks of these judges was to 
examine the priests to determine that all those performing 
the Temple service were unblemished and fit for duty (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 6:11). 


The courtyard gates - Twi "ww: There were seven gates 
in the courtyard: Three in the north adjacent to the western 
side, three in the south adjacent to the western side, and 
one in the east opposite the Holy of Holies, in accordance 
with the mishnayot in tractate Middot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:4). 


The Gate of the Spark — yix*2 Www: The Gate of the Spark was 
one of the places where the priests and Levites stood guard 
in the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:8). 


Immersions of the High Priest on Yom Kippur — nba 
wya7 BMA pia: The High Priest would immerse five times 
on Yom Kippur and sanctify his hands and feet ten times that 
day. These actions were performed when the High Priest 
changed from the gold garments to his white linen garments 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:2). 


Immersions in the sacred area of the courtyard — nia 
w'tpa: All of the High Priest's immersions were performed in 
the sacred area of the Temple as instructed by the Torah, with 
the exception of the first immersion, which was the standard 
immersion of anyone entering the Temple courtyard and 
therefore did not have the special status of the immersions 
of Yom Kippur (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 2:3). 
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The three chambers in the north of the courtyard were the Cham- 
ber of the Wood, the Chamber of the Exile, and the Chamber 
of Hewn Stone." With regard to the Chamber of the Wood, 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who is the tanna of the mishnayot in 
tractate Middot in which this mishna appears, said: I forgot what 
purpose that chamber would serve. Abba Shaul says: The High 
Priest’s chamber was behind the two chambers," the Chamber 
of the Exile and the Chamber of Hewn Stone, and the roofs of all 
three of them were level. As the three were attached, they shared 
a roof. 


In the Chamber of the Exile there was the well excavated by 
those returning from exile, for which the chamber was named, 
and the wheel with which water was drawn was positioned over 
it. And from there, they would supply water for use in the entire 
Temple courtyard for washing and rinsing. In the Chamber of 
Hewn Stone, there the great Sanhedrin of Israel convened and 
judged whether the priests were fit for service. A priestin whom 
a disqualification was detected due to a blemish or lineage would 
wear black and would wrap himself in black in a display of sor- 
row and mourning and would emerge from the Temple and go 
on his way, because he was not fit for service as a priest. And any 
priest in whom a disqualification was not found would wear 
white and wrap himself in white in a display of joy and would 
enter and serve with his fellow priests. 


In any event, it was taught that there was a chamber of the High 

Priest in the north of the courtyard, and there is proof that he also 

had one chamber in the south of the courtyard, as we learned in 

a mishna: Seven gates were in the Temple courtyard," three in 

the north and three in the south and one in the east. The gates 

in the south were the Gate of Fire; second to it was the Gate of 
the Offering; third to it was the Gate of the Water. The gate that 

was in the east was called the Gate of Nicanor, and two cham- 
bers were there next to the Gate of Nicanor, one to its right and 

one to its left. One was the Chamber of Pinehas the Dresser, 
where the priestly vestments were stored, and one was the Cham- 
ber of the Preparers of the Griddle-Cake Offering, where the 

daily griddle-cake offering was prepared on behalf of the High 

Priest. 


The gates that were in the north: The first was the Gate of the 
Spark," which was a portico building, meaning it had a roof but 
was not completely closed on every side. And there was a second 
story built atop it, and there the honor guard of the Temple 
stood, with the priests guarding from above and the Levites 
from below. Inside of this gate was the rampart, and an opening 
led from the gate to the rampart. Second to this gate was the Gate 
of the Offering; third to it was the Gate of the Hall of the Hearth. 


And it was taught in a baraita: The High Priest would perform 
five immersions" and ten sanctifications of his hands and feet 
on that day, Yom Kippur. And each of these was performed in 
the sacred area of the courtyard," on the roof of the Hall of the 
Parva, except for this first immersion, which was performed in 
the non-sacred area outside the courtyard. The first immersion 
was not unique to Yom Kippur but was performed every day by 
any priest entering the Temple. That immersion was performed 
on the roof of the Gate of the Water, and that gate was alongside 
his chamber. Apparently, the High Priest had a chamber next to 
the Gate of the Water, which was in the south of the courtyard. 


The High Priest had use of two chambers, but we do not know 
whether the Parhedrin chamber was in the north and the Cham- 
ber of the House of Avtinas was in the south, or the Chamber 
of the House of Avtinas was in the north and the Parhedrin 

chamber was in the south. And, however, it is reasonable to say 
that the Parhedrin chamber was in the south and the High Priest 
slept there. 
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What is the reason for that assumption? Because if that is the case, the High 
Priest arises early every morning of the seven days of sequestering and he 
covers his legs, a euphemism for defecating, and immerses alongside his 
chamber, which was in the south. And then he walks to the north of the 
courtyard to the second chamber, which is the Chamber of the House of 
Avtinas, and learns there the method of taking handfuls. And then he 
comes to the Temple and performs the service for the entire day. Toward 
the evening they sprinkle purification water upon him, and he then walks 
back to the south and immerses again alongside his chamber and rests in 
his chamber. 


As, if you say that the Chamber of Parhedrin was in the north, this would 
mean that the High Priest would be forced to exert himself and walk sig- 
nificant distances. According to this understanding, he arises early, and he 
covers his legs. However, since it was taught in the baraita that the place 
of his immersion was in the south, he then walks to the south and im- 
merses. And then he learns the method of taking handfuls. And then he 
comes to the Temple and performs the service for the entire day. Toward 
the evening they sprinkle purification water upon him, and he then walks 
back to the south and immerses, and then he needs to walk back to the 
north and rest. Do we impose upon him to that extent? Rather, it is rea- 
sonable to say that the Parhedrin chamber, the High Priest’s private chamber, 
was in the south, which would limit the distance that he needed to walk. 


The Gemara rejects this reasoning: Why not impose upon him? On the 
contrary, we impose upon him even more, so that if he is a Sadducee, he 
willretire. As he is not a God-fearing person, he would prefer to walk away 
rather than subject himself to that added exertion. That is a desirable result, 
ridding the High Priesthood of a Sadducee. 


Or, alternatively, there is even value in imposing on a God-fearing Pharisee 
High Priest, as it so that he will not become haughty in his lofty position. 
Since he is occupied in performing his task, he does not have leisure to be 
impressed with his elevated status. As, if you do not say that it is an inten- 
tional attempt to impose upon him, let us establish both of the chambers 
of the High Priest next to one another; or, alternatively, one chamber 
would be sufficient for him. From the fact that neither of these alternatives 
is adopted, it is apparently an intentional attempt to impose upon him, and 
there is no proof as to the location of either of the chambers of the High 
Priest. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that the Elders said to him: My Master, High 
Priest. We are agents of the court, and you are our agent and the agent of 
the court. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this is a conclusive refuta- 
tion of the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, as Rav Huna, son 
of Rav Yehoshua, said: These priests who sacrifice the offerings are the 
agents of the Merciful One." They are not agents representing the Jewish 
people but are agents representing God, as He commanded them to per- 
form the service. Proofis cited for this opinion: As, if you say they are our 
agents, 


is there any matter that we are unable to perform and our agents are able 
to perform? The role of the agent is to perform a task on behalf of the one 
who commissioned him. The agent cannot perform a task that the one who 
commissioned him is unable to perform. Since it is prohibited for Israelites 
to enter the priests’ courtyard and to perform the sacrificial rites, clearly 
the priests are not agents representing the Israelites. The language of the 
mishna in which the court Elders address the High Priest as their agent 
apparently contradicts that understanding. The Gemara answers: This is 
what they say to him: We administer an oath to you according to our 
understanding and the understanding of the court, cautioning him that 
he cannot rationalize violating the oath by claiming that he took the oath 
based on his own interpretation. He is bound by the understanding of the 
court. The mishna does not address the nature of the High Priest’s agency. 


NOTES 
Agents of the Merciful One — x2antt bW: 
A practical ramification of this opinion is in the 
case of one who vows not to derive benefit from 
a particular priest. Since the priest is an agent of 
God and not of the person bringing the offering, 
the priest may sacrifice his offering. 
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HALAKHA 
They would leave him and cry — paiaipwris jm: After 
the elders administered the oath to the High Priest, 
he would cry because they suspected him, and they 
would cry due to the concern that they suspected a 
guiltless man (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 1:7). 


NOTES 
They would leave him and cry — paiai pwris ym: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, the explanation is that the Elders 
cried due to the fact that the situation of the Jewish 
people had deteriorated to the point that even the High 
Priests were not above suspicion (Siah Yitzhak). 


Prepare the incense and light it outside - ynan p: 
The author of the Me‘iri writes that the problem with 
preparing incense outside is that it contains an element 
of idolatry, as the priest appeared to be serving one 
authority inside and another outside. 


And worms were coming out of his nose — pydin ym 
Savina pyi: See Rashi, who explains why the worms 
came specifically out of his nose. Some commentaries 
explain that he was punished through his nose, which 
derived pleasure from the smell of the incense that was 
offered improperly (Josafot Yeshanim; Ritva). 


Like the sole of a calf's foot — by bn 1423: In the Je- 


rusalem Talmud, the question is raised: How could the 
angel have struck the High Priest when angels may not 
enter the Holy of Holies? The answer is that angels are 
barred from the Holy of Holies only when the service 
is performed properly. Otherwise, they are permitted 
to enter and punish the transgressor. In the Meiiri it is 
explained that the High Priest’s conduct in this case 
evoked the sin of the Golden Calf, which is why he was 
executed in that manner. 


And Rav demonstrated with his hand - a nma 
mepa Iy: Rav moved a tablet sitting on the table and 
pointed to the shape of the letter beit. Or, alternatively, 
he drew a beit in the air (Rabbi Elyakim). In the version 
of the incident related in the Jerusalem Talmud, the 
variations of the name were Keputar and Keputal. 


And you did not call out to Me, O Jacob - mix x 
apy? DNI: Some commentaries explain this verse 
as referring to the midrash that Jacob did not fall on 


Joseph's neck and embrace him when he met him be- 


cause he was reciting Shema (see Genesis 46:29 and 
Rashi there). One who gestures with his hands while 
reciting Shema acts contrary to the conduct of Jacob 
(Rabbi Elyakim; Maharsha). 
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§ The mishna continues: After this oath, he would leave them and 
cry and they would leave him and cry.™ The Gemara explains: He 
turned aside and cried due to the indignity that they suspected 
him of being a Sadducee; and they turned aside and cried, as 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: One who suspects the innocent 
of indiscretion is afflicted in his body. The High Priest might in fact 
be beyond reproach and they may have suspected him falsely. 


The Gemara asks: And why were the Elders so insistent that the 
High Priest take an oath? The Gemara explains: So that he would 
not prepare the incense and light it outside" in the Sanctuary, be- 
fore entering the Holy of Holies, and bring the coal pan with the 
incense already burning on it into the Holy of Holies in the manner 
that the Sadducees did. Since the High Priest is alone inside the 
Sanctuary and there is no way to ascertain whether he is in fact 
performing the service in the proper manner, the Elders insisted 
that he take an oath to perform it according to their instructions. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: There was an incident involving 
a certain Sadducee who was appointed as High Priest, who pre- 
pared the incense outside and then brought it into the Holy of 
Holies. Upon his emergence he was overjoyed that he had suc- 
ceeded. The father of that Sadducee met him and said to him: My 
son, although we are Sadducees and you performed the service in 
accordance with our opinion, we fear the Pharisees and do not 
actually implement that procedure in practice. The son said to his 
father: All my days I have been troubled over this verse: “For 
I will appear in the cloud above the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2). 
The Sadducees interpreted this verse to mean that God will appear 
above the Ark cover, i.e., will enter the Holy of Holies, only after 
the incense cloud is already there. I said: When will the opportu- 
nity become available to me, and I will fulfill it according to the 
Sadducee interpretation? Now that the opportunity has become 
available to me, will I not fulfill it? 


The Sages said: Not even a few days passed until he died and was 
laid out in the garbage dump, and worms were coming out of his 
nose’ in punishment for his actions. And some say that he was 
struck as soon as he emerged from the Holy of Holies, as Rabbi 
Hiyya taught: A type of sound was heard in the Temple courtyard, 
as an angel came and struck him in the face. And his fellow priests 
came in to remove him from there and they found the likeness of 
a footprint of a calf between his shoulders. That is the mark left 
by an angel striking, as it is stated with regard to angels: “And their 
feet were straight feet, and the sole of their feet was like the sole 
of a calf’s foot” (Ezekiel 1:7). 


§ It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Zekharya ben Kevutal 
says: Many times I read before the High Priest from the book 
of Daniel. Rav Hanan bar Rava taught this to Hiyya bar Rav 
before Rav in the following manner: Rabbi Zekharya bar Kefutal 
said, and Rav demonstrated with his hand" that the name should 
be pronounced Kevutal. The Gemara asks: Why did Rav demon- 
strate his point with a gesture? Let him simply say it. The Gemara 
answers: Rav was reciting Shema at that moment and could not 
interrupt Shema by speaking. 


The Gemara asks: And is interrupting in a manner of that sort, by 

gesturing, permitted during Shema? Didn’t Rabbi Yitzhak bar 

Shmuel bar Marta say: One who is reciting Shema should neither 

make allusions with his eyes, nor open and close his mouth with 

his lips to convey a message, nor gesture with his fingers? And it 

was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar Hisma says: Concerning 

one who recites Shema and makes allusions with his eyes, or 

opens and closes his mouth with his lips, or gestures with his 

fingers, the verse says: “And you did not call out to Me, O Jacob” 
(Isaiah 43:22)." By signaling while reciting Shema he behaves con- 
temptuously toward God, and it is tantamount to not having recited 

Shema before Him. How, then, could Rav gesture while reading 

Shema? 
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This prohibition to inter- 
rupt one’s recitation of Shema with a gesture applies in the course 
of reciting the first paragraph of Shema, which is more fundamen- 
tal; that case where Rav gestured was in the course of reciting the 
second paragraph of Shema, where gesturing to convey a significant 
message is permitted." 


Apropos interruptions in the course of reciting Shema, the Gemara 
cites a baraita in which the Sages taught: “And these words, which 
I command you this day, shall be upon your heart; and you shall 
teach them diligently unto your children, and you shall talk of them 
when you sit in your house, and when you walk by the way, and 
when you lie down, and when you arise” (Deuteronomy 6:6-7). 
This means that in the course of reciting them, the study of Torah 
and the recitation of Shema, it is permitted to interrupt to state a 
significant matter, but not in the course of reciting the Amida prayer, 
which may not be interrupted for any kind of speech. Another in- 
terpretation of the verse is: And you shall talk of them is to empha- 
size that it is permitted to interrupt Shema to speak these matters 
of Torah, but not to speak other matters that may lead to levity. 


Rabbi Aha says: Talk of them means one must render them, the 
words of Torah, a permanent fixture, and not render them a tem- 
porary exercise. Rava said: One who engages in idle chatter" 
without Torah or any particular purpose violates a positive com- 
mandment, as it is stated: And you shall talk of them; talk of them 
and not of other matters. Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Furthermore, 
one even violates a negative commandment," as it is stated: “All 
these matters are wearisome; no man can ever state them” (Eccle- 
siastes 1:7). The phrase: No man can ever state them, is understood 


as a prohibition against engaging in idle chatter. 
If the High Priest sought to sleep" at night, 


MI S HNA the young priests would snap the middle 


[tzerada] finger against the thumb before him, and they would say 
to him every so often: My Master, High Priest. Stand from your 
bed and chill yourself once on the floor and overcome your drows- 
iness. And they would engage him in various ways until the time 
would arrive to slaughter the daily offering. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What is the tzerada fin- 

ger mentioned in the mishna? Rav Yehuda 
said: It is the rival [tzara] of that [da] one.” Which finger is it? 
Tzerada is the rival of the thumb; it is the middle finger. The middle 
finger would be strongly positioned against the thumb, and when 
one separates them, the finger hits the palm, creating a sound. Rav 
Huna demonstrated the loud noise that could be achieved by snap- 
ping with the middle finger, and the sound traveled throughout 


Rav’s study hall. The sound created was loud enough to keep the 
High Priest awake. 


It was taught in the mishna that they said to him: My Master, High 

Priest. Stand from your bed and chill yourself’ once on the floor 

and overcome your drowsiness. Rav Yitzhak said that they said to 

the High Priest: Introduce something new." The Gemara asks: 

What is it that they asked him to introduce? They say to him: Dem- 
onstrate how to perform the ceremonial bowing [kidda ]." This was 

a form of bowing that was difficult to perform, in which the High 

Priest was expert. The thought was that the exercise would keep him 

awake. 


NOTES 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 

Reciting Shema with the proper intent - yaw nx 
Anza: It is prohibited for one to interrupt his recitation 
of the first paragraph of Shema. One may neither gesture 
with one’s hands or eyes, even for the purpose of a mitzva 
(Mishna Berura), because it consigns secondary status to 
Shema. Some prohibit interruption even when reciting 
the second paragraph, unless it is for a mitzva (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 63:7). 


Idle chatter - pon nmw: It is inappropriate to engage 
in idle chatter; rather, it is preferable to converse in Torah 
matters. One should especially avoid idle chatter on Shab- 
bat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 16:17 in the comment of 
the Rema, and Yoreh De‘a 246:25). 


If the High Priest sought to sleep — Dany wpa: Ifthe 

High Priest sought to sleep at night, the young priests 

would snap their fingers before him and have him stand 

on the cold floor. They would occupy him until the time ar- 
rived to slaughter the daily offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 1:8). 


Idle chatter violates a positive commandment. ..a negative 
commandment — wha. mwya 3i: The Gemara does not 
mean that one actually violates a positive and negative com- 
mandment by Torah law; it is merely seeking a biblical support 
for the severity of this behavior (Havot Ya'ir). 


The rival of that one — 17 ANI: Most of the commentaries 
rely on the language of the Josefta and on a practical under- 
standing of finger snapping to explain that the Gemara refers 


to the middle finger operating in conjunction with the thumb. 


The phrase: The rival of that one, is understood as referring to 
the middle finger being opposite the thumb. Furthermore, the 


index finger is attached to the thumb like a wife to a husband, 
and the third finger is a rival to the index finger (Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Chill yourself — 3973: The Rambam and others interpret the term 
to mean that the High Priest should cool his feet on the floor. 


Once [ahat]...introduce something new - nn by.uniny: 


Ahat in this context, as explained by the Sages in several places, 
is understood to mean unique, and this form of bowing is 
unique (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


Bowing [kidda] - np: The Gemara in tractate Sukka explains 
that this type of bowing is performed with the individual's face 
on the floor, and the High Priest would stand by leaning on his 
thumbs. This is a feat that few people can do, and the exertion 
involved was enough to rouse him from his drowsiness. 
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The mishna continues: And they would engage him in different 
ways until the time to slaughter the daily offering would arrive. 
It was taught: They would not occupy him with a harp’ or a 
lyre,” which may not be played ona Festival, but would sing with 
their mouths. And what would they say? They would say this 
verse: “Unless the Lord builds the house, its builders labor in 
vain on it; unless the Lord watches over the city, the watchman 
keeps vigil in vain” (Psalms 127:1). The message to the High Priest 
was that his service must be performed for the sake of Heaven for 
it to be accepted by God; otherwise his efforts would be in vain. 


The Gemara relates that the prominent men of Jerusalem would 
not sleep the entire night but instead engaged in Torah study, so 
that the High Priest would hear the sound of noise in the city 
and sleep would not overcome him in the silence of the sleeping 
city. It was taught in a baraita that Abba Shaul said: They would 
do so even in the outlying areas and stay awake all night in ac- 
knowledgment of the Temple; however, the result was that they 
would sin, as the men and women would participate in games 
together to pass the time, leading to transgression. 


Abaye said, and some say it was Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak who 
said: Interpret that statement as referring to Neharde’a, as Elijah 
the Prophet said to Rav Yehuda, brother of Rav Salla Hasida: 
You have said and wondered: Why has the Messiah not come? 
Why is that surprising? Isn’t today Yom Kippur, and relations 
were had with several virgins in Neharde’a, as the men and 
women stayed awake all night and that led to promiscuity? Rav 
Yehuda said to him: What did the Holy One, Blessed be He, say 
about those sins committed by the Jewish people? He said: This 
is what God said: 


Harp bax: Harps and lyres were very prominent in antiquity. 
The image shows a statue of a harp player from the Cyclades, 


Greece, dated 2800-2700 BCE. 


Ancient depiction of harp player 


Lyre - 5533: The lyre is a stringed musical instrument closely 
related to the harp and known for its use in Greek classical 


antiquity. 


| BACKGROUND 


Lyre 
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The time of removing the ashes - ,W17 mana pat: Every day at 
dawn, which is when the rooster crows according to Rambam, 
the ashes are removed from the altar. On the Festivals this is per- 
formed during the middle four-hour watch of the night, and on 
Yom Kippur it is performed at midnight (Lehem Mishne; Rambam 


Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:11). 


Limbs from offerings that were forced off the altar - ma% 
maya a bya paw: Limbs that were forced off the altar are 
restored to the altar if flesh remains on them that was not entirely 


“Sin lies in waiting at the door” (Genesis 4:7), and it is no wonder 


that men sin. He asked him: And what did Satan the prosecutor 
say about their sinning? Elijah said to him: Satan, on Yom Kip- 
pur, has no license to prosecute." From where is that idea de- 
rived? Rami bar Hama said: The numerological value of the 
letters that constitute the word HaSatan is three hundred and 
sixty four: Heh has a value of five, sin has a value of three hundred, 
tet has a value of nine, and nun has a value of fifty. Three hundred 
and sixty-four days of the solar year, which is three hundred 
and sixty-five days long, Satan has license to prosecute. On the 
remaining day, Yom Kippur, he has no license to prosecute." 
Since that day is exalted above all others, there is no room for the 
accusations of Satan. 


day the pri Id h 
MI S HN A Every day the prist: would remove the 


ashes from the altar" and place them on 
the east side of the ramp at the crow of the rooster or adjacent 
to it, whether before it or after it, as there was no insistence on 
a precise time. And on Yom Kippur they would remove the ashes 
earlier, from midnight onward. And on the Festivals, the ashes 
were removed even earlier, at the end of the first watch. And the 
call of the rooster would not arrive on Festivals until the Temple 
courtyard was full with the Jewish people who vowed to bring 
offerings and would fulfill their obligations on the Festivals. Those 
offerings were sacrificed immediately following the daily offering. 


G E M A RA We learned in a mishna there, in tractate 

Zevahim: With regard to limbs from of- 
ferings that were forced off the altar" by the heat of the fire, if 
they fell before midnight, these limbs remain sacred; the priest 
should return them to the fire, and one is liable for misuse of 
consecrated property for deriving benefit from them. If they fell 
after midnight, the priest should not return them to the fire, and 
one is not liable for misuse of consecrated property for deriving 
benefit from them; they are considered like ashes. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived that 
midnight determines the end of the burning period for limbs, 
after which they assume the legal status of ashes? Rav said: One 
verse says: “It is the burnt-offering that goes up on its firewood 
upon the altar all night until morning” (Leviticus 6:2) and he 
shall burn it," indicating that the sacrificial limbs may be burned 
throughout the night. And one verse says: “All night...and he 
shall remove the ashes” (Leviticus 6:2-3), meaning that the 
ashes may be removed throughout the night. How can these texts 
be reconciled? Rather, divide the night into two sections: Half of 
it for burning the limbs, and half of it for removal of the ashes. 


Rav Kahana raised an objection. It was taught in the mishna: 
Every day the priests would remove the ashes from the altar’ at 
the crow of the rooster or adjacent to it, whether before it or 
after it, and on Yom Kippur from midnight, and on the Festivals 
from the end of the first watch. 


HALAKHA 

burned. Otherwise, the limbs are not restored to the altar. In a 
case where the flesh is singed and dried, if it fell before midnight 
it is restored to the altar, but not if it fell after midnight. Bones 
that fell before midnight are subject to the prohibition of misuse 
of consecrated property; those that fell after midnight are not 
subject to that prohibition, and their legal status is as if they 
were burned, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef (Kesef 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:3 
and Hilkhot Me'ila 2:12). 


NOTES 

Satan on Yom Kippur has no license to prosecute - jpw 
nivor Y xy ay) my masata: According to Tanna 
DeVei Eliyahu, this Gemara is based on the verse: “Even 
the days that were fashioned, when as yet there was 
one of them” (Psalms 139:16). Yom Kippur is not counted 
together with the other days of the year because it is 
exalted above them all and transcends time. As a result, 
the standard principles of reward and punishment are 
not applicable on this day. 


He has no license to prosecute - appx) xm) ab nh: 
Commentaries explain that Satan cannot prosecute the 
ewish people for sins committed on the day of Yom 
ippur, but can accuse the Jewish people on Yom Kippur 
or sins committed during the year. 


All night and he shall burn it - wpm mova bs: The 
question is raised: Why did the Gemara cite a phrase 
hat does not appear in the Torah? Apparently, in order 
o underscore the disparity between the verses and the 
ack of clarity with regard to the end of the time when 
he limbs are burned and the beginning of the time for 
removing the ashes, the Gemara condenses the matter 
of the first verse into a single word (Josefot Ri HaLavan). 


Removal of the ashes from the altar — naman nana: Ac- 
cording to Rashi and the Gemara’s discussion, apparently 
he issue at hand is the mitzva of removal of the ashes 
terumat hadeshen]. This involved the daily removal of a 
small amount of ashes from the altar, an element of the 
Temple service. Others say that the reference here is to 

an additional removal of all the remaining ashes that col- 
ected there in the course of burning the offerings on the 

altar. These ashes were taken and deposited in a special 

ocation outside of Jerusalem. During the Festivals, due 
o the preponderance of people in the Temple courtyard, 
it was performed earlier (Josafot; Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Sheila - xbw 937; Rabbi Sheila was among the 
Sages in Babylonia during the transitional generation 
between the tanna‘im and amora’im. He was one of the 
earliest Sages in Babylonia who learned most of his To- 
rah there, and was a central rabbinic figure in Neharde’a. 

Rav spent a short time in Neharde’a, the city of 
Rabbi Sheila, but did not wish to establish a second 
yeshiva in the same location and therefore moved to 
Sura. Shmuel, who shared a relationship of mutual re- 
spect with Rabbi Sheila, succeeded the latter after his 
death. The yeshiva continued to function under differ- 
ent leadership but was still referred to as the school 
of Rabbi Sheila. 


NOTES 


Call of the man. ..call of the rooster — X7/...6 123 1) 
xian: Some commentaries understand this asa dis- 
pute strictly with regard to interpretation, with no legal 
ramifications. Others maintain that the rooster’s crow 
is earlier in the morning than that of the Temple crier, 
rendering this a dispute with legal ramifications (Meri). 
Although the matter is not settled here, proof is cited in 
the Jerusalem Talmud from the appellation of the ap- 
pointee in the Temple: Son of gever. Clearly, that is not 
referring to the son of a rooster. Others cite proof from 
the mishna's statement elsewhere that roosters were 
not bred in Jerusalem. Therefore, the geverin question 
must be a man (Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh). 


Disseminator — 1a: It was customary in mishnaic 
and talmudic times for the Sage to sit in a chair and 
lecture in a moderate voice, usually in Hebrew. The 
disseminator [amora] would repeat the lecture louder 
and translate it into Aramaic so it could be understood 
by all. That is why the Sages of the Gemara are called 
amora‘im, as they considered themselves primarily as 
disseminators and interpreters of the true Sages, the 
tanna‘im. 


Ifyou hired yourself to him, comb his wool - nan’ 
TY 719 mb: The geonim say that this aphorism is 
based on the actual case of a prominent individual 
who was forced to become a laborer. At one point 
he was given the unpleasant task of combing wool, 
causing him to sigh. When his employer heard him 
sigh, he gave him permission to perform a different 
task, but the worker replied that once he was hired 
as a worker, he must be prepared to perform any task 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Wool combs 


One elevates to a higher level in matters of sanc- 
tity and one does not downgrade — xh) wipa pn 
pia: Some commentaries explain Rav's statement 
as reluctance to change his opinion because it would 
involve a diminution from interpreting gever as man to 
interpreting it as rooster (Maharsha). 
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And if it enters your mind to say that the time for removal of the 
ashes is from midnight by Torah law, how do we perform it earlier 
and how do we perform it later than the time established by Torah 
law? 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan said: The fact that midnight is the deadline 
after which the limbs may not be burned is derived from a different 
source. From the fact that it is stated with regard to the burning of 
the limbs: All night, don’t I know that it means until morning? And 
for what purpose, then, does the verse state: Until morning? It 
means: Add another morning to the morning of the night. Arise 
before dawn, and that is the time for removal of the ashes. Neverthe- 
less, there is no specific hour fixed for performing this removal, and 
how much earlier than dawn it is performed depends on the need. 


Therefore, every day the priests remove the ashes from the altar at 

the crow of the rooster or adjacent to it, whether before it or after 
it, as on a typical day removing the ashes just before dawn is sufficient. 
On Yom Kippur, when, due to the fact that he performs the entire 

day’s service, there is an issue of the weakness of the High Priest, the 

ashes are removed earlier and we do so from midnight. And on the 

Festivals, when the Jewish people in Jerusalem are numerous and 

the offerings that they bring to sacrifice during the Festival are nu- 
merous, the ashes are removed even earlier, and we do so from the 

first watch, in accordance with the reason that is taught in the 

mishna: And the call of the rooster would not arrive on Festivals 

until the Temple courtyard was full with the Jewish people. 


§ The term keriat hagever, translated above as the call of the rooster, 
is mentioned in the mishna as an indication of a certain time. The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase keriat hagever? Rav 
said: It is the call of the man; the priest appointed for this task pro- 
claimed that it was time for the priests to report for service. Rabbi 
Sheila’ said: It is the call of the rooster," which is also called gever. 


Rav happened to come to the place where Rabbi Sheila was the most 
prominent local Torah scholar and Rav was not yet known. There was 
no disseminator’ to stand before Rabbi Sheila to disseminate his 
lecture to the public. Rav stood before him to disseminate the lecture, 
in the course of which Rabbi Sheila mentioned keriat hagever. Rav 
interpreted the concept for the audience and said: What is the mean- 
ing of keriat hagever? It means the call of the man. Rabbi Sheila said 
to him: And let the Master say it is the call of the rooster. Rav said 
to him, quoting a folk saying: A flute played for noblemen is music, 
but when played for weavers, they receive no pleasure from it, due 
to their lack of sophistication. Similarly, the interpretation that I dis- 
seminated was accepted by Torah scholars greater than you. You, who 
lack their sophistication, cannot appreciate it. 


When I stood before Rabbi Hiyya and interpreted: What is the 
meaning of keriat hagever? It means the call of the man, he did not 
say anything to me in response, and you, Rabbi Sheila, say to me: 
Say it is the call of the rooster. As soon as Rabbi Sheila heard that, he 
knew at once who had been disseminating his lecture. He said to him: 
Is the Master Rav? Let the Master rest and cease disseminating my 
lecture, as it is beneath your dignity to serve as my assistant. Rav said 
to him: People say this aphorism: If you hired yourself to him, comb 
his wool." Once one agrees to perform a task, he should bear its less 
pleasing aspects and complete the job. Some say, this is what Rav 
said to him: One elevates to a higher level in matters of sanctity and 
one does not downgrade." Since the task of interpreting was under- 
taken by a man of my stature, it is not fitting that a lesser man will 
replace me. That would be a display of contempt for the Torah. 
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The Gemara comments: A baraita was taught in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav, and a baraita was taught in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Sheila. The Gemara elaborates: A baraita 
was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rav: What did 
Gevini' the Crier, who was an appointee in the Temple," say in 
his proclamation? Arise, priests, to your service, and Levites to 
your platform, and Israelites to your non-priestly watch. And 
the Gemara relates: His voice was so strong that it could be heard 
at a distance of three parasangs, slightly more than eight miles. 


There was an incident involving King Agrippa, who was coming 

down the road and heard Gevini the Crier’s voice at a distance 

of three parasangs. And when the king came to his house he 

sent gifts to him, since he was so impressed with the man’s voice. 
The Gemara notes: And even so, the voice of the High Priest was 

stronger and superior to his," as the Master said: And there al- 
ready was an incident where the High Priest recited, in his confes- 
sion that accompanied the placing of hands on his bull on Yom 

Kippur: Please God, and his voice was heard in Jericho. And 

Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The distance 

from Jerusalem to Jericho is ten parasangs. 


And not only was the distance greater in the case of the High Priest 
than in the case of Gevini the Crier, here, there is the issue of the 
weakness of the High Priest due to the fast and his obligation to 
perform the entire service, while there, there is no issue of the 
weakness of Gevini. And in addition, here it was during the day, 
when sound does not travel as well, that the High Priest recited 
his confession; and there it was during the night when Gevini 
called the priests, Levites, and Israelites. 


As Rabbi Levi said: Why is a person’s voice not heard during 
the day in the manner that it is during the night? It is due to the 
fact that the sound of the sphere of the sun traversing the sky 
generates noise like the noise generated by a carpenter sawing 
cedars, and that noise drowns out other sounds. And that saw- 
dust that is visible during the day in the rays of the sun, Ia is its 
name. This is what Nebuchadnezzar said: “And all the inhabit- 
ants of the world are considered like la” (Daniel 4:32), i.e., all 
inhabitants of the earth are equivalent to specks of dust. 


Apropos sounds, the Gemara cites that the Sages taught: Were it 

not for the sound of the sphere of the sun, the sound of the 

bustle of the crowds of Rome" would be heard throughout the 

world; and were it not for the sound of the bustle of the crowds 

of Rome, the sound of the sun’s sphere would be heard through- 
out the world. And the Sages taught: Three sounds travel" from 

the end of the world to its other end," and these are: The sound 

of the sphere of the sun, and the sound of the bustle of the 

crowds of Rome, and the sound of the soul at the moment that 

it leaves the body, which should be audible throughout the world. 
And some say: Even the sound of a woman giving birth. 


NOTES 


The High Priest’s voice was superior — 13a nawn bina yi: 

The commentaries ask: How is it possible that every High Priest 
had a voice powerful enough to reach Jericho, especially con- 
sidering the fact that the High Priest was typically elderly? One 
explanation is that it was not the sound of the High Priest's 
confession that was heard in Jericho; rather, it was the sound 

of the assembly responding: May the name of His glorious 
kingdom be blessed forever (Tosefot Yom Tov). Others add the 
strength of the High Priest's voice to the list of miracles that 
occurred in the Temple (Siah Yitzhak, citing Rabbi Yitzhak Luria). 


The sound of...the sun, the sound of...Rome - man.. bip 
m.. spr: Most commentaries explain that the reference is 
not literally to the sound; rather, it is meant in a spiritual sense. 
Some explain that the Gemara is likening the sound of Rome, i.e., 
the authority of its rule that encompasses the entire world and 


creates the impression that it is eternal, to the fleeting power of 
the sun. Just as the sun, despite its power, disappears at night, 
Rome will also ultimately disappear (Maharsha). 


Three sounds travel — pn nibip wow: The pointis that these 
sounds represent three general forces that should be heard 
throughout the world; nature, kingdom, and death. The Mahar- 
sha explains that it is impossible to ignore these three matters. 


From the end of the world to its other end - 191 diya qion 
iaid: The phrase here is not: From the start of the world to its 
end, because Jerusalem is both the start of the world, as the 
world was created from Zion, and thought to be the middle of 
the world geographically. Therefore, a matter that reaches the 
entire world is said to extend from one end of the world to the 
other (Yad HaMelekh). 


LANGUAGE 


Gevini — 9333: From the Latin Gabinius; this was apparently 
the name of the crier. 


HALAKHA 

The Temple crier — wpaaw tina: One priest was given the 
job of ensuring that the Temple schedule was observed. At 
the appropriate hour, he or one of his people would shout: 
Arise, priests, to your service, and Levites to your platform, 
and Israel to your watch, at which point each person would 
rush to his respective task (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 7:2). 
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NOTES 


Ridya — %1": Tractate Ta‘anit describes this angel as the 
one tasked with watering the earth. He appears in the im- 
age of a bull positioned between heaven and the earth. The 
sound mentioned in the Gemara is that of a powerful rain. 
The geonim say that the sound is produced by the water in 
channels and swamps during certain months of the year. 


And the Sages asked for mercy — am paty: The Mahar- 
sha explains that the Sages occasionally commute a death 
sentence, thereby preventing the sound of death from being 
pervasive. Others explain that the Rabbis asked that people 
not be preoccupied with thoughts of death so that they 
could proceed with their daily lives. 


Behind the Hall of the Ark Cover — nvis3 ma “Tink: 
Although in general it is prohibited for Israelites to stand be- 
tween the hall and the altar, they may have passed through 
the Chamber of the Knives to the area behind the Holy of 
Holies (Ritva). Rav Ya'akov Emden explains that the people 
who stood there were priests, who walked there directly. 


Miracles that were performed in the Temple - wyaw Dp) 
wpa: Some commentaries explain these miracles as being 
less than supernatural. The people crowded together when 
bowing in awe of God, so there was sufficient room. The 
priests were careful to sacrifice the meat in a timely fashion 
to avoid attracting worms and flies, and to prevent spoil- 
age. It was due to their precautions that there were no dis- 
qualifications. The High Priest never experienced a seminal 
emission due to his fear of God. Since Jerusalem was always 
populated, no snakes or scorpions could find a place to nest. 
And due to people's love for each other there was never a 
lack of space for anyone to sleep (Rav Shem Tov ibn Shaprut). 


The sacrificial meat never putrefied - wip wan pt x 
obiya: Meat of the peace-offerings was eaten over a period 
of two days and one night and never spoiled during that 
time (Me'ʻiri, Rabbeinu Yona). Similarly, limbs of the burnt- 
offering would sometimes remain on the altar for days until 
they were completely consumed (Ritva and Rashi on tractate 
Avot). Some commentaries explain this miracle to be that the 
hands of the priests handling the offerings never became 
disgusting (Merri). 
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And some say: The sound of Ridya" as well. Ridya is the angel 
tasked with irrigating the earth, who calls to the heavens and to 
the aquifers to provide their water. The Gemara comments: And 
the Sages asked for mercy" so that the sound of the soul at the 
moment that it leaves the body would no longer be heard to that 
extent, and God eliminated it. In any event, clearly this baraita 
understands keriat hagever as the proclamation of the Temple 
crier, in support of the opinion of Rav. 


A baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Sheila: With regard to one who sets out on the path at night 
before keriat hagever® and is killed by demons, his blood is on 
his own head, i.e., he is at fault. Rabbi Yoshiya says: The prohibi- 
tion of traveling at night is in effect until the rooster crows twice. 
And some say: Until he crows three times. And with regard to 
what rooster did these Sages state this advisory? It is with regard 
to a rooster of medium size. Clearly, this baraita understands 
keriat hagever as the crow of the rooster. 


§ Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: When the Jewish people as- 
cend to Jerusalem for the pilgrimage Festivals they stand crowd- 
ed, but when they bow during confession they are spaced so that 
no one hears the confession of another. And due to the large 
crowd they extend eleven cubits behind the Hall of the Ark 
Cover," the Holy of Holies. The Gemara asks: What is he saying 
in the reference to eleven cubits behind the Holy of Holies? The 
Gemara explains that this is what he is saying: Even though the 
crowd is so large that the people extend eleven cubits behind the 
Hall of the Ark Cover and people stand crowded, still, when 
they bow, they bow spaced. And that is one of the ten miracles 
that were performed in the Temple." 


As we learned in a mishna: Ten miracles were performed in the 

Temple. No woman miscarried from the aroma of the sacrifi- 
cial meat, as a pregnant woman craves various foods and occa- 
sionally that craving leads to miscarriage. And the sacrificial meat 

never putrefied. And no fly was seen in the slaughterhouse, 
although flies are generally attracted to a place where there is flesh 

and blood. And a seminal emission did not befall the High 

Priest on Yom Kippur. And no disqualification was found in 

the omer or the two loaves, which are communal offerings, or in 

the shewbread. And the Jewish people stand crowded but bow 
spaced. And neither a snake nor a scorpion’ ever harmed any- 
one in Jerusalem. And a person never said to another: There is 

no room for me to stay overnight in Jerusalem. 


BACKGROUND 


Times of the crow of the rooster — Sand DMP A: 
Although roosters generally crow at set periods during the 
night, the precise time of the crow is affected by various physio- 
logical and hereditary factors. 


Scorpion — 379X: Scorpions are widely distributed over all con- 
tinents, except Antarctica, in a variety of terrestrial habitats. The 
scorpion numbers over 1,700 described species, with thirteen 
extant families recognized to date. Although scorpion venom 
has a fearsome reputation, only about twenty-five species are 
known to have venom capable of killing a human being. 

One species native to the Middle East is Buthus occitanus, 
the common yellow scorpion. This scorpion is venomous, but 
its toxicity varies markedly across its range. 


Common yellow scorpion 
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The Gemara notes: This list opened with miracles that occurred in the 

Temple, and closed with miracles that occurred in Jerusalem. Appar- 
ently there were not actually ten miracles performed in the Temple. 
The Gemara answers: There are two other miracles in the Temple, as 

it was taught in a baraita: Rain never extinguished the fire of the 

arrangement of wood on the altar, despite the fact that the altar stood 

in the courtyard, exposed to the elements. And with regard to the 

smoke of the arrangement,’ even if all the winds in the world come 

and blow it, they do not move it from its place and it rises directly 

heavenward. 


The Gemara asks: And are there no more miracles in the Temple? But 
didn’t Rav Shemaya teach in a baraita in the city of Kalnevo: Shards 
of earthenware vessels were swallowed in the earth in their places, 
and there was no need to dispose of them. The vessels used for cooking 
the meat of the offerings of the most sacred order absorbed some of 
the meat. The meat that was absorbed became notar when the period 
during which the offering may be eaten concludes. One was required 
to break those vessels in which the meat was absorbed. The shards of 
those vessels were miraculously swallowed in the earth where they 
were smashed. And similarly, Abaye said: The crop and feathers of 
sacrificial birds, and the ashes of the inner altar, and the ashes of the 
candelabrum, which were not removed to the place of ashes outside 
the Temple like the ashes of the outer altar, were also swallowed 
in the earth in their places. Apparently, there were more than ten 
miracles in the Temple. 


The Gemara answers: The disqualifications mentioned that never 
occurred in the Temple, in the omer, the two loaves, or the shewbread, 
were three; consider them as one" miracle. Eliminate two from the 

total and introduce these two to complete the list of ten miracles. The 

Gemara asks: If similar miracles are combined and considered as one, 
the swallowing of the earthenware, crops, feathers, and ashes are also 

two similar miracles that should be considered as one, the result being 

that they are lacking one miracle to complete the total of ten. The 

Gemara responds: There is also another miracle, as Rabbi Yehoshua 

ben Levi said: A great miracle was performed with regard to the 

shewbread in the Temple, that the bread was as hot at its removal 

on Shabbat, after a week on the table, as it was at its arrangement, as 

it is stated: “To put out hot bread on the day it was taken away” 
(1 Samuel 21:7). 


The Gemara asks: And were there no more miracles in the Temple? 

But didn’t Rabbi Levi say that this matter is a tradition that we re- 
ceived from our ancestors: The place of the Ark of the Covenant is 

not included in the measurement of the Holy of Holies. Based on that 
measurement, the Ark should not have fit inside the hall. The Holy of 
Holies measured twenty cubits by twenty cubits (see 1 Kings 6), and 

a baraita states that there were ten cubits of space on either side of the 

Ark. Therefore, it was only through a miracle that the Ark fit in the 

Holy of Holies. And Rabbenai said that Shmuel said: It was through 

a miracle that the cherubs that Solomon placed in the Holy of Holies 

would stand.’ Their wingspan was twenty cubits, and since the length 

of the chamber was the same, there was no room for the bodies of the 

cherubs. There were additional miracles performed in the Temple. 


The Gemara responds: The tanna counts miracles that were per- 
formed outside the Sanctuary and were visible to all, but he does not 
count miracles that were performed inside the Sanctuary and were 
not visible to all. The Gemara asks: If so, the shewbread is also a 
miracle performed on the table inside the Sanctuary and is not visible 
to all, yet the miracle that the bread’s heat did not dissipate was listed 
among the miracles. The Gemara answers: The shewbread was a 
miracle performed outside, as Reish Lakish said: What is the mean- 
ing of that which is written: “Place them on the pure table" before 
the Lord in two rows, six to a row” (Leviticus 24:6)? From the empha- 
sis that the Torah places on the fact that the table was ritually pure, it 
can be learned by inference that it indicates that it could become 
impure as well. 


BACKGROUND 
Smoke of the arrangement — A> 1wiat poy: 


Fe 
Mi ae Bd 


Smoke of the arrangement 


Through a miracle the cherubs would stand — p33 03 
Ptaty w: This refers to the cherubs which Solomon placed 
in the Holy of Holies in the First Temple. These cherubs 
were in addition to those that stood on top of the Ark. 


Cherubs in the First Temple 


NOTES 

The disqualifications were three; consider them as one - 
INA wpa NT xon ps: These are combined because 
the fact that these offerings were never disqualified is not 
an obvious miracle, but was merely a problem that was 
avoided. The swallowing of the shards and ashes, on the 
other hand, were obvious miracles. Therefore, they should 
be listed separately (Ben Yehoyada). 


The pure table — 7i1u7 hwn: The table and the can- 
delabrum are called pure by the Torah because they were 
always clean, in contrast to the altar, which was full of ashes. 
Lighting the candelabrum and placing the bread on the 
table did not cause a mess (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 
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Perek I 
Daf21 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
A wooden vessel designated to rest - nn nwy yy 13: 
A wooden utensil designated to remain fixed in its place 
and never moved is not susceptible to impurity, even if it is 
small (Ra'avad; Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 371). 


A mitzva to bring fire by a person — vimana pa war) myn: 
Although fire descended from heaven, there was a mitzva 


for the priests to kindle the wood on the altar daily with or- 


dinary fire (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
2:1). 


NOTES 
They lift it — init praya: The priests would show everyone 
that the heat was emanating from the bread despite the 
fact that it had been sitting on the table for a week (Ritva). 


Precious golden fruits — 3m bw D73: Some commentar- 


ies see this passage as a metaphor meaning that Solomon 
composed significant books of wisdom that continued to 
be studied for generations until they were lost during the 
destruction of the Temple. On the other hand, the Gemara 


could be alluding to the great wealth that Solomon accu- 


mulated. Gold was so plentiful that people said it grew on 
trees (Rav Shem Tov ibn Shaprut). 


Crouched like a lion — "83 7¥331: Rashi writes that a coal 
or flame shaped like a lion ‘descended from heaven. Others 
explain that the term: Like a lion, does not refer to its shape 
but to its power. The fire that descended from heaven was 
that much more powerful than ordinary fire (Meir). 
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The Gemara asks: How is that possible? It is a wooden vessel 
designated to rest" in a fixed place and not to be moved. And it 
was taught: Any wooden vessel designated to rest in a fixed place 
is not susceptible to ritual impurity, and it serves as a barrier 
before impurity, preventing its transmission. Rather, the fact that 
the table is described as pure teaches that the priests lift it" in 
order to display the shewbread to the Festival pilgrims, and they 
say to them: See how beloved you are before the Omnipresent, 
as the bread is as hot at its removal on Shabbat, after a week on 
the table, as it was at its arrangement, as it is stated: “To put out 
hot bread on the day it was taken away” (1 Samuel 21:7). Since 
the table was moved on occasion, it was not considered a wooden 
vessel designated to rest and was therefore susceptible to impurity. 
At the same time, it is clear that the miracle of the shewbread was 
a miracle performed outside the Sanctuary, as it was visible to all. 


The Gemara asks: And are there no more miracles performed in 
the Temple? But didn’t Rav Oshaya say: When Solomon built 
the Temple he planted all sorts of precious golden fruits" there, 
and these brought forth their fruit in their appointed season like 
other trees, and when the wind blew them the fruit would fall, as 
it is stated: “May his fruits rustle like Lebanon” (Psalms 72:16). 
This indicates that fruits grew in Lebanon, which the Sages inter- 
preted as a reference to the Temple, which was built with cedar 
trees from Lebanon. And when the gentiles entered the Sanctu- 
ary the golden tree withered, as it stated: “And the blossoms of 
Lebanon wither” (Nahum 1:4). And the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, will restore the miraculous trees to Israel in the future, as it 
is stated: “It shall blossom abundantly, it shall also rejoice and 
shout, the glory of Lebanon will be given to it” (Isaiah 35:2). 
Apparently, there were additional miracles in the Temple. 


The Gemara responds: ‘The tanna does not count perpetual mir- 
acles on the list. The Gemara comments: Now that you have ar- 
rived at this solution, it can resolve an earlier difficulty as well: The 
Ark and the cherubs are also not counted, since they too were 
perpetual miracles. 


§ The Master said in listing the miracles that even strong winds 
were unable to displace the smoke of the arrangement of wood. 
The Gemara asks: And did smoke rise from the arrangement of 
wood on the altar? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: There were 
five matters stated with regard to the fire of the arrangement of 
wood: It crouched above the wood like a lion;" and it was as clear 
as the light of the sun; and it had substance to the extent that it 
could be felt; it was powerful enough to consume wet wood like 
dry wood; and it did not raise smoke. 


The Gemara answers: When we said that the smoke was not dis- 
placed, indicating that the wood produced smoke, that was in 
reference to the fire brought by a person, as it was taught in a 
baraita: “And the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:7), indicating that even though fire descends 
from the heavens, still there is a special mitzva to bring fire by a 
person." The fire that the priests brought produced smoke, and 
the miracle related to that smoke. 


The Gemara asks: And was the altar’s fire crouched like a lion? 
But wasn't it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High 
Priest, said: I saw the fire in the Temple and it was crouched like 
a dog and not a lion? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. 
Here, where the baraita stated that the fire resembled a lion, it 
refers to the fire in the First Temple; there, where Rabbi Hanina, 
the deputy High Priest, said that the fire resembled a dog, it refers 
to the fire in the Second Temple. 
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The Gemara asks: And was there fire that descended from the 
heavens in the Second Temple? Didn’t Rav Shmuel bar Inya say: 
What is the meaning of that which is written with regard to the 
Second Temple: “Go up to the hills and get wood and build the 
house; and I will look on it favorably and I will be glorified 
[ve’ekkaved], said the Lord” (Haggai 1:8)? Even though it is written 
ve ekkaved, we read it ve’ikkavda, with an added letter heh. The 
Gemara explains: What is different that the word is missing the 
letter heh? This represents five, the numerological value of heh, 
phenomena that constituted the difference between the First 
Temple and the Second Temple, in that they were not in the Sec- 
ond Temple." And these are: The Ark of the Covenant, and the 
Ark cover upon it, and the cherubs that were on the Ark cover; 
fire; and the Divine Presence; and the Divine Spirit; and the 
Urim VeTummim. Apparently, there was no fire from heaven in the 
Second Temple. The Sages say in response: Yes, there was fire from 
heaven in the Second Temple; however, it did not assist in burning 
the offerings but was merely visible above the wood. 


Apropos the fire on the altar, the Gemara cites a related baraita. The 
Sages taught that there are six kinds of fire: There is fire that 
consumes solids and does not consume liquids; and there is fire 
that consumes liquids and does not consume solids; and there 
is fire that consumes solids and consumes liquids; and there is 
fire that consumes wet objects like dry objects; and there is fire 
that repels other fire; and there is fire that consumes other fire. 


The Gemara elaborates: There is fire that consumes solids and 
does not consume liquids; that is our standard fire that con- 
sumes dry items but does not dry liquids. 

Fire that consumes liquids and does not consume solids is the 
fever of the sick that dehydrates the body but does not consume 
the flesh. 

Fire that consumes solids and consumes liquids is the fire of 
Elijah the Prophet, as it is written: “And fire fell from the sky 
and consumed the offering and the wood and the stones and 
the earth, and it licked up the water that was in the trench” 
(1 Kings 18:38). 

Fire that consumes wet objects like dry objects" is the fire of the 
arrangement of wood. 

There is fire that repels other fire; that is the fire of the angel 
Gabriel. The book of Daniel relates that Gabriel was an angel 
of fire who descended to the fiery furnace, repelled the fire, and 
rescued Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah, who had been cast 
inside. 

And there is fire that consumes other fire; that is the fire of the 
Divine Presence, as the Master said in another context: The 
Holy One, Blessed be He, extended His finger between the 
angels, who are also made of fire, and burned them. The fire of 
the Divine Presence consumed the fire of the angels. 


§ The Gemara asks: And with regard to the smoke of the arrange- 
ment, is it so that even if all the winds in the world come and 

blow it, they do not move it from its place and it rises directly 
heavenward? Didn’t Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi say: At the con- 
clusion of the final day of the festival of Sukkot, everyone looks 

to the smoke of the arrangement of wood; if the wind blew from 

the south and the smoke tends toward the north, the poor were 

glad and the homeowners were sad. This is because it was a sign 

that the year’s rains would be plentiful, producing an abundant 
crop on the one hand, but on the other hand, the fruit would rot 

due to the humidity, rendering it impossible to store the abundant 

harvest. This forced the landowners to sell quickly at a lower price. 
And ifa northern wind caused the smoke to tend toward the south, 
the poor were sad and the homeowners were glad, because it 

was an indication that the year’s rains would be sparse. The yield 

would be low, and it would be easy to store the fruit and sell it at 

a higher price. 


NOTES 

Five features that were absent in the Second Temple — 
Ww WIP DION O37 Awan: There are several texts that 
contrast the two eras and list the differences between the 
Temples. The general approach is that certain items, e.g., 
the anointing oil, were sequestered as early as King Jo- 
siah’s reign in the First Temple period (Rosh; Ritva). The 
Gemara lists features through which the Divine Presence 
was manifest in the Temple; miracles performed during the 
First Temple era that were not integral to the functioning of 
the Temple are not included in the list (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Fire that consumes wet objects like dry objects — mhix 
pewa prib: Although the altar’s fire was capable of con- 
suming wet wood, the priests insisted on using only dry 
wood rather than rely on miracles (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). 
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Ifa western wind caused the smoke to tend to the east, that was 
an indication that there would be sufficient rainfall to ensure a 
substantial crop, and at the same time, it would be possible to 
store the fruit, and everyone was glad. If an eastern wind 
caused the smoke to tend to the west that was an indication 
that there would be a drought because eastern winds do not 
bring rain, and everyone was sad. Apparently, wind causes the 
smoke rising from the arrangement of wood to move. The 
Gemara responds: The smoke comes and goes like a palm tree, 
swaying in the wind, but it did not disperse. 


The Master said: If a western wind caused the pillar of smoke 
to tend to the east everyone is glad; if an eastern wind caused 
the smoke to tend to the west everyone was sad. And the 
Gemara raised a contradiction, as the Sages said: An eastern 
wind is always good; a western wind is always bad; a north- 
ern wind is good for wheat when it has reached one-third of 
its potential growth, and bad for olives when they are ripen- 
ing; a southern wind is bad for wheat when it has reached 
one-third of its potential growth, and good for olives when 
they are ripening. 


And Rav Yosef said, and some say it was Mar Zutra who said 
it: And your mnemonic for which is good for wheat and which 
for olives is that in the Temple the table was in the north and 
the candelabrum was in the south of the Sanctuary. Bread 
made out of wheat was placed on the table, and oil made out 
of olives was burned in the candelabrum. The wind coming 
from this side, the north, increased its own component, wheat; 
and the wind coming from this side, the south, increased its 
own component, olives. In any event, there are contradictory 
opinions with regard to the effect of western and eastern winds. 


The Gemara responds: This is not difficult: This opinion that 
a wind from the east is good is for us, in Babylonia. Babylonia 
is a land whose water is plentiful, and a dry east wind will not 
harm the crop at all. This opinion that a wind from the east is 
harmful is for them, in Eretz Yisrael. That is a land where water 
is sparse, and the dry east wind will dry the land and ruin the 
crops. 
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The sequestering of the High Priest before the Yom Kippur service was addressed 
at length. This chapter discussed the source for this practice. There are practical 
ramifications to the following question: Was it derived from the sequestering of 
Aaron and his sons during their inauguration before the dedication of the Tabernacle 
or from that of Moses prior to the revelation at Sinai? 


Incidental to the priest’s stay in the Parhedrin Chamber, a series of additional halakhot 
unrelated to Yom Kippur were analyzed at length. The Gemara discussed the halakhot 
of mezuza and determined which houses, gates, and rooms require one. Since there 
was a discussion of the chamber of the High Priest, the Gemara then analyzed the 
Temple structure in general, its general parameters and the internal configuration of 
the various chambers located therein. 


The central theme of this chapter is the High Priest’s preparations for the Yom Kippur 
service. The Gemara discussed how the High Priest became accustomed to the 
numerous Temple services, including the sprinkling of the purification waters to 
purify him from any possible impurity imparted by a corpse and his oath that he not 
diverge from halakhic tradition while performing the service in the Holy of Hollies. 


As the Gemara addressed the need to ensure the High Priest’s expertise and fitness 
during the Second Temple period, it then cited halakhic and aggadic statements 
pertaining to the overall differences between the First Temple and the Second 
Temple, particularly the difference between the High Priests that served in the two 
Temples. 


This was followed by a depiction of the activities that were performed on the evening 
of Yom Kippur itself to ensure that the High Priest not fall asleep and thereby run the 
risk of becoming impure. Included was a description of how he would be occupied. 
The Gemara then proceeded to discuss the time for the removal of the ashes, which 
began the service in the Temple every day. 


Summary of 
Perek | 
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And the priest shall put on his linen garment, and his linen 
trousers shall he put on his flesh; and he shall remove the ashes 
from what the fire had consumed of the burnt-offering on the 
altar, and he shall put them beside the altar. 


And he shall put off his garments, and put on other garments, 
and carry the ashes out of the camp to a clean place. 

(Leviticus 6:3-4) 
The one lamb you shall offer in the morning; and the other lamb 
you shall offer in the afternoon. 


And with the one lamb a tenth of an ephah of fine flour mingled 
with a fourth of a hin of beaten oil; and a fourth of a hin of 
wine for a libation. And the other lamb you shall offer in the 
afternoon, and shall do to it according to the meal-offering of 
the morning, and according to its libation, for a sweet savor, an 
offering made by fire unto the Lord. 

(Exodus 29:39-41) 


And he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord; and the sons 
of Aaron, the priests, shall sacrifice the blood, and throw the 
blood round about against the altar that is at the door of the 
tent of meeting. 


And he shall flay the burnt-offering and cut it into its pieces. And 
the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire on the altar and lay out 
wood in order upon the fire. And Aaron's sons, the priests, shall 
lay out the pieces, the head and the fat, upon the wood that is 
on the fire which is upon the altar. And its innards and its legs 
shall he wash with water; and the priest shall burn all of it on 
the altar for a burnt-offering, an offering made by fire, of a sweet 
savor unto the Lord. 

(Leviticus 1:5-9) 


Before providing the details of the special sacred services performed on Yom Kippur, 
tractate Yoma begins with a description of some of the services that were performed 
in the Temple on a daily basis. The description of these services, which involved 
great fanfare and the participation of many priests, stands in stark contrast to the 
unique and more subdued Yom Kippur service, when only a single individual, the 
High Priest, performed all the day’s sacrificial tasks himself. 


The chapter focuses mainly on two of the daily services: The ceremonial removal of 
a small amount of ash from the altar, and the sacrifice of the morning daily offering 
and its conveyance to the altar for burning. 


Since there were many priests who were eligible and eager to perform these services, 
various methods were used to determine who would win the privilege of performing 
given tasks each day. Moreover, our Sages saw it appropriate, in order to stress the 
great importance of the sanctity of the Temple and its sacrificial service, that this 
process of determination of roles should be done amid great publicity and fanfare 
and with the participation of a large number of priests, both those who ended up 
performing the sacred tasks and those who merely prepared themselves in hope of 
winning such participation. 


The description of the process through which the various tasks were assigned to 
particular priests, and the method of distribution of these services among the many 
who won the right to perform them, are the central topics of this chapter. 
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MI S H N A Initially," the practice among the priests was 


that whoever wishes to remove the ashes 
from the altar" removes them. And when there are many priests 
who wish to perform that task, the privilege to do so is determined 
by a race: The priests run and ascend" on the ramp leading to the 
top of the altar. Any priest who precedes another and reaches 
within four cubits of the top of the altar first is privileged to remove 
the ashes. And if both of them were equal and neither preceded 
the other, the appointed priest says to all the priests: Extend your 
fingers, and a lottery was performed, as will be explained." 


And what fingers do they extend for the lottery? They may extend 
one or two fingers, and the priests do not extend a thumb in the 
Temple. The reason is that the lottery was conducted by the ap- 
pointee choosing a number and counting the extended fingers of 
the priests standing in a circle. As the count progressed, a priest 
could calculate and manipulate the result in his favor by surrepti- 
tiously extending his thumb and an additional finger. Since there is 
separation between the thumb and the forefinger it could appear as 
though they belonged to two different priests, skewing the results 
of the lottery. 


Initially, that was the procedure; however, an incident occurred 
where both of them were equal as they were running and ascend- 
ing on the ramp, and one of them shoved another and he fell and 
his leg was broken. And once the court saw that people were 
coming to potential danger, they instituted that priests would 
remove ashes from the altar only by means ofa lottery. There were 
four lotteries" there, in the Temple, on a daily basis to determine 
the priests privileged to perform the various services, and this, 
determining which priest would remove the ashes, was the first 
lottery. 


G E M ARA The Gemara questions the original practice 


of holding a race to determine which priest 
would remove the ashes: And what is the reason that the Sages did 
not initially institute a lottery for the removal of the ashes as they 
did for other parts of the service? The Gemara answers: Initially 
they thought: Since it is a service performed at night it would not 
be important to the priests, and not many of them would come to 
perform it, so a lottery would be unnecessary. Then, when they saw 
that many priests did indeed come and that they were coming to 
danger by racing up the altar’s ramp, they instituted a lottery. 


The Gemara poses a question against the assertion that nighttime 
Temple services did not normally require a lottery: But there is the 
burning of the limbs of burnt-offerings and the fats of other offer- 
ings, which is a service that is performed at night, and nevertheless 
the Sages instituted a lottery for that from the outset. The Gemara 
answers: The burning of those parts is not considered a nighttime 
service but the end of a daytime service, as the main part of the 
sacrificial service, the slaughtering and the sprinkling of blood, took 
place during the day. 


The Gemara asks: If so, it could be argued that this service of remov- 
ing the ashes is also not a nighttime service but the start of a day- 
time service, as Rabbi Yohanan said: Ifa priest has sanctified his 

hands at night by washing them for the removal of the ashes," the 

next day, i.e., after daybreak, if he remained in the confines of the 

Temple, he need not sanctify his hands again," because he already 
sanctified them at the start of the service. Apparently, the re- 
moval of the ashes, though performed at night, is considered the 

start of the next day’s service. 


NOTES 


Initially — mixa: The earlier commentaries debate wheth- 
er or not the High Priest performed all the Temple services 
on Yom Kippur. Some authorities say he did, and that no 
other priest participated in the day's responsibilities; others 
say that those tasks that were not particular to Yom Kippur 
were assigned to other priests. Many proofs are brought for 
both approaches. The Ramban argues that this chapter sup- 
ports the position that other priests were involved in certain 
services. Were it not so, this entire chapter, as well as some 
subsequent material that discusses the selection of priests for 
various tasks, would be altogether unrelated to Yom Kippur 
and would therefore have no place in this tractate. How- 
ever, a possible explanation is that since the previous chap- 
ter mentioned the daily removal of the ashes, this chapter 
continues to explore the regular services (Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Removal of the ashes - Win Mann: The priest who re- 
moved the ashes from the altar wore the priestly garments, 
but they were of lower quality than the vestments worn 
or the performance of other services. The service involved 
scooping up some ash in a shovel to fulfill the mitzva to 
remove ashes from the altar (see Leviticus 6:3). Since it was 
not a particularly prestigious service, there was concern that 
ew priests would be interested in performing it (Me‘iri). 


The priests run and ascend — pow pst: Various commen- 
aries ask how the priests could run in the Temple courtyard, 
since running is not a respectful manner of conduct, and 
he priests were normally expected to walk with very small 
steps, placing the heel adjacent to the toe of the other foot 
at each step. Some explain that the race mentioned in the 
mishna did not involve actual running but walking quickly 
with these small steps (Josafot Yeshanim). 


The next day he need not sanctify his hands again — anny 
wand ‘J py: The basis for this discussion is the fact that 
with regard to offerings, the night is connected to the previ- 
ous day, unlike the usual Jewish practice, where the night is 
considered the beginning of the subsequent day. Therefore, 
there is some doubt as to whether an act performed before 
daybreak could be associated with the following day. 


HALAKHA 


The lottery - 5¥57 mwya: The Temple appointee was also 
responsible for the lotteries. He instructed the priests to ex- 
tend their fingers, and the priest on whom the count ended 
was granted the task being assigned (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:3). 


Four lotteries — nio»a yarn: Four lotteries were held every 
day for the privileges ‘of performing the Temple services. The 
first determined who was to remove the ashes from the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:5). 


Sanctified his hands for the removal of the ashes - wtp 
yw nanny yp: A priest who has sanctified his hands for 
the removal of the ashes need not sanctify his hands again 
to perform a subsequent service. Although the ashes were 
removed while it was still night, that act was considered the 
start of the next day's service, and the hand washing sufficed 
for the entire day, as the Gemara states (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:9). 
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NOTES 
But was the ordinance due to that reason — Kp qb KMP: 
Some commentaries write that the purpose of the lottery was to 
show that the service of removing the ashes was an important 
task, so that priests would be drawn to performing it (Rabbeinu 
Tam, Sefer HaYashar, Peirush Kadmon). 


We learned that the priests run and ascend on the ramp and 
only afterward it says: Any priest who precedes another - p¥1 
ivan ny OTP bs TIN pA waa poi: Some commentators 
claim that the Gemara's proof from this sentence is from the 
phrase: They ran, as it cannot be considered running in such a 
short space as less than four cubits (Josefot Ri HaLavan). 


HALAKHA 
Who was privileged to perform the removal of the ashes - 17 
pa Maya Maw: The priest who won the right to remove the 
ashes was also given the privileges of arranging the wood pile 


and of placing the two logs on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:5; see Lehem Mishne). 


BACKGROUND 

The altar and the ramp — waa) nayan: Numbers in this diagram, 
which is not to scale, indicate measurements in cubits. As the 
diagram illustrates, the vertical rise of the altar from the base to 
its top was not a straight line, but retreated two cubits inward. 
The ramp, seen on the right, inclined toward the altar but was not 
completely flush against it. The question at hand is whether the 
four cubits are measured from where the ramp meets the altar 
or from the dotted line perpendicular to the base. 


Altar and ramp 
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The Gemara responds by emending Rabbi Yohanan’s statement: 
Say the following version of the end of Rabbi Yohanan’s state- 
ment: Because he had already sanctified them at the outset for 
service. According to this formulation, Rabbi Yohanan did not 
say that the removal of the ashes is considered the start of the 
following day’s service. Rather, he said that although the removal 
of the ashes is a nighttime service, since the priest sanctified his 
hands before performing that service, the sanctification remains 
in effect for the services performed after daybreak as well, since 
there is no interruption between the two activities. 


Some say that the original practice should be explained as follows: 
Initially, the Sages thought that since there is a likelihood of 
being overcome by sleep at that time of night, not many priests 
would come. When they saw that they did indeed come and that 
they were also coming to danger, the Sages instituted a lottery 
for this task. The Gemara asks: But there is the burning of the 
limbs of burnt-offerings and the fats of other offerings, a service 
for which there is the same likelihood of being overcome by 
sleep, and nevertheless the Sages instituted a lottery for that 
from the outset. The Gemara answers: Lying down to go to sleep 
late is different from rising in the middle of the night. It is not as 
difficult to stay up late in order to burn limbs on the altar as it is 
to rise before dawn to remove the ashes from the altar. 


The Gemara addresses the substance of the mishna’s claim: But 
was the ordinance to assign the removal of ashes by means of a 
lottery due to that reason" cited in the mishna, the matter of the 
dangerous incident? The ordinance was instituted due to this 
reason: There were other important tasks associated with the 
removal of the ashes that required a lottery in their own right, as 
it was taught in a baraita: The priest who was privileged to per- 
form the removal of the ashes" was also privileged with laying 
out the arrangement of wood on the altar and with placing the 
two logs that were placed on the altar each morning. Since these 
were inherently important tasks, the only way to assign them was 
through a lottery, which would also determine who removed the 
ashes. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Ashi said: There were two separate 

ordinances instituted. Initially, the Sages thought that priests 

would not come forward to perform the task of removing the 

ashes. Once they saw that many priests did come and that they 
were also coming to danger, the Sages instituted a lottery for 
this task. Once they established a lottery for removing the ashes, 
the priests did not come anymore. They said: Who says the lot- 
tery will fall in our favor? Therefore, they did not bother to come. 
Then the Sages instituted for the priests that whoever was priv- 
ileged with performing the removal of the ashes would also be 

privileged with laying out the arrangement of wood on the altar 
and with placing the two logs, so that the importance of all these 

tasks combined would ensure that the priests would come and 

participate in the lottery. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that before the lottery was insti- 
tuted, when there were many priests who sought to perform the 
removal of the ashes, the first priest to reach within four cubits of 
the top of the altar was privileged with performing the removal 
of the ashes. Rav Pappa said: It is obvious to me that the four 
cubits the mishna is referring to are not the four cubits adjacent 
to the ramp on the ground, because we learned in the mishna 
that the priests run and ascend on the ramp, and not adjacent to 
the ramp.’ It is also not referring to the first four cubits from the 
foot of the ramp, because we learned that the priests run and 
ascend on the ramp, and only afterward it says: Any priest 
who precedes another" and reaches within four cubits of the 
altar first, indicating that the competition begins only once they 
have ascended the ramp to some extent. 


KAYDA KYT x na ya pat 
Panama 5 Kowa xan 


ARY DINN YIIN X39 37 Va 
220 TAN) Tid? MK Ta 


Perek II 
Daf22 Amud b 


TAN) TID TAXA Ta KAYI iX 
apn 2231p 


IRIS NART PW Taw YT DNY 
YIT I ND PAST DY 
17921921 aab DI MyayX 
pny aah ah ype HITT 
ny ning DN POY? N WYT 
ons mya eet bo bpw” 

"paa 0mp 


PID MTT wa MDN 31 PPN 
KAW rede) NIT prot KIWI 
NT INYO DIT AIT NDT 
baw yawy KITA xx MA 

vonsheat D73 Oi Ne 


my maid Ss shy 29 Ix 
may Naw aoa aay bea 
Wy OT bins baw 23 19019 
TON PIS? va yom 37.419 xb 
ny xo" many pred awa aly 
app x5) 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


It is also not referring to four cubits somewhere in the middle, 
between the four on the bottom and the top of the altar, because 
the matter is not defined and there is no clear indication which 
four cubits on the ramp are the determining cubits. In light of 
all this, it is obvious to me that the four cubits we learned in 
the mishna are referring to the four cubits that are adjacent to 
the altar itself. The priest who reaches those four cubits first is 
the one privileged to remove the ashes. 


Rav Pappa raised a dilemma based on the above clarification: 
Are the four cubits that they stated, which are the four cubits 
adjacent to the altar, calculated including the cubit of the base 
of the altar and the cubit of its ledge, as the ramp continues and 
overlaps these two cubits at the top of the altar, 


or are they perhaps calculated excluding the cubit of the base 
of the altar and the cubit of its ledge? The altar’s edge can be 
considered to be at the end of the ramp, the point at which it 
meets the altar, or it can be considered the point on the ramp 
that is directly over the external base of the altar, which is two 
cubits away from the point where the ramp meets the altar. 
Which of these two calculations is the correct one? Rav Pappa’s 
question remains unanswered, and the Gemara concludes: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that if both of them were equal 
and neither preceded the other, the appointed priest says to all 
the priests: Extend your fingers [hatzbiu], and a lottery was 
performed. A tanna taught the meaning of the unusual term 
hatzbiu: Put out your fingers for a count. The Gemara asks: 
Let him count the priests themselves directly, rather than 
counting their fingers. The Gemara answers: This is a support 
for a teaching of Rabbi Yitzhak, as Rabbi Yitzhak said: It is 
prohibited to count Jews" directly, even for the purposes ofa 
mitzva, as it is written concerning King Saul and his count of 
his soldiers: “And he numbered them with bezek”(1 Samuel 
11:8), meaning that he counted them through shards, one shard 
representing each man, rather than counting them directly. 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this interpretation of the verse: 
From where do you derive that this word bezek is a term 
related to the verb meaning to break apart, so that it means 
shards? Perhaps it is the name of a town, and it means that 
Saul counted them in Bezek, as it is written: “And they found 
Adoni-bezek in Bezek” (Judges 1:5), which shows that Bezek 
is the name of a place. The Gemara answers: Indeed, the proof 
is not from that verse but from here, where it says: “And 


Saul summoned the people and numbered them by sheep” 


(1 Samuel 15:4.), meaning that Saul tallied his soldiers by having 
each one take a sheep and put it aside to represent him in the 
count. 


Rabbi Elazar said: Whoever counts a group of Jews violates 

a negative mitzva, as it is stated: “And the number of the 

children of Israel will be like the sand of the sea, which can- 
not be measured” (Hosea 2:1). Rabbi Elazar interprets the 

verse to be saying: Which may not be measured. Rav Nahman 

bar Yitzhak said: One who counts a group of Jews in fact vio- 
lates two negative mitzvot, as it is stated in that verse: “Which 

cannot be measured and cannot be counted” (Hosea 2:1)." 


HALAKHA 
Counting Jews — Sew pa: It is prohibited to count the Jew- 
ish people directly, but an indirect counting is permitted (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:4; Magen Avraham; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 156:1). 


NOTES 


As it is written: He numbered them with bezek — 07/75" N37 
ptaa: The early commentaries ask why the Gemara did not merely 
cite Exodus 30:11-16, where the Torah explicitly prohibits counting 
the Jewish people directly, without the use of atonement money 
through which a census was to be conducted. One answer to 
the question is that the Torah’s prohibition applies only when the 
census is done for no particular reason. However, if it is necessary 
to count people in order to fulfill a mitzva, such as fighting a 
war required by the Torah, it is permitted to count them directly. 
Therefore, the Gemara cites Saul, who, although numbering the 
people in preparation for a religious war, still counted them indi- 
rectly (Tosefot Ri HaLavan). Others say that the atonement money 
required in that passage in the Torah atoned for the sin of the 
Golden Calf, so that episode cannot be used as a model for other 
situations (Maharsha and others). 


Cannot be measured and cannot be counted - 399 x airy x»: 
The question is raised that the Gemara could have quoted the 
following verse from the Torah: “I will make your seed as the sand 
of the sea, which cannot be numbered for multitude” (Genesis 
32:13), with the same effect. See the Maharsha, who asks and 
answers this question. In fact, according to Rabbi Avraham, son 
of the Rambam, his father held that this verse from Genesis was 
indeed the source for the prohibition. 
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Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan raised a contra- 
diction: It is written in this verse: “And the number of the children 

of Israel will be like the sand of the sea,’ suggesting that they will have 

a specific number, though it will be very large. On the other hand, it 

continues and says: “Which cannot be measured and cannot be 

counted,” which means they will not be countable at all. How can these 

two statements be reconciled? 


It is not difficult: Here, in the second statement, it is referring to a time 
when the Jewish people fulfill the will of God; then they will be in- 
numerable. There, in the first statement, it is referring to a time when 
the Jewish people do not fulfill the will of God; then they will be like 
the sand of the sea, having a specific number. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
said a different resolution in the name of Abba Yosei ben Dostai: It is 
not difficult: Here, in the second statement, it is referring to counting 
by the hand of man; the Jewish people will be too numerous to count 
by man. There, in the first statement, it is referring to counting by the 
hand of God, and He will find that they are like the number of the grains 
of the sand of the sea. 


Rav Nehilai bar Idi said that Shmuel said: Once a man is appointed 
as a leader of the community, he becomes wealthy." This is derived 
from the verses cited above. Initially, it is written with regard to Saul: 
“And he numbered them with bezek,’ meaning pottery shards, and in 
the end it is written: “And he numbered them with sheep,’ indicating 
that he was able to provide enough of his own sheep to use them in 
counting the people. The Gemara asks: But perhaps the people pro- 
vided these sheep from their own flocks. The Gemara rejects this: If so, 
what is the novelty in the matter? Why would the text tell us that the 
people were counted with sheep if not to illustrate incidentally the great 
wealth of Saul? 


§ Having mentioned the verse about Saul, the Gemara proceeds to 
interpret more of that passage: “And Saul came to the city of Amalek 
and he strove in the valley” (1 Samuel 15:5). Rabbi Mani said: This 
means that Saul strove with God, as it were, concerning the matter of 
the valley. At the time when the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to 
Saul: “Now go and attack Amalek and proscribe all that belongs to him; 
do not pity him, but kill men and women alike, infants and sucklings 
alike, oxen and sheep alike, camel and donkey alike” (1 Samuel 15:3), 
Saul countered and said: Now, if on account of one life that is taken, in 
a case where a slain person's body is found and the murderer is unknown, 
the Torah said to bring a heifer whose neck is broken to a barren val- 
ley, in the atonement ritual described in Deuteronomy 6:1-9, all the 
more so must I have pity and not take all these Amalekite lives. 


And he further reasoned: If the men have sinned, in what way have 
the animals sinned? Why, then, should the Amalekites’ livestock be 
destroyed? And if the adults have sinned, in what way have the chil- 
dren sinned? A Divine Voice then came forth and said to him: “Do 
not be overly righteous” (Ecclesiastes 7:16). That is to say: Do not be 
more merciful than the Creator Himself, Who has commanded you to 
do this, for to do so would not be an indication of righteousness but of 
weakness. At a later time, when Saul said to Doeg: “Turn around and 
strike down the priests, and Doeg the Edomite turned around and 
struck down the priests, and he killed on that day eighty-five men who 
wore the linen ephod, and he struck Nob the city of priests by the sword, 
man and woman alike, infants and sucklings alike, oxen and donkeys 
and sheep, by the sword” (1 Samuel 22:18-19), a Divine Voice came 
forth and said to him: “Do not be overly wicked” (Ecclesiastes 7:17). 


NOTES 


A leader of the community becomes wealthy - wym pis: 
The reason for this is that a leader who is financially secure will 
not be intimidated by wealthy members of the community and 
will feel little compunction in rebuking them for their misdeeds 
(Ben Yehoyada). 


Overly righteous. . „overly wicked - naya pwn... pty: The 
principle here is that an individual who lacks proper control over 
his emotions will occasionally cause harm through misplaced 


compassion. The same weakness of character leads to exaggerated 
cruelty in other situations. Thus, Saul’s sin with Agag and his sin 
with the priests of Nob emanated from the same source of weak 
character (Me’iri). Some commentaries explain that Saul’s actions 
against Nob disproved the claim that his earlier pity of Agag was 
due to the calculated reasoning attributed to him in the Gemara 
here, since the same sort of logic certainly would have led him to 
spare the accused city. The exhortation not to be overly wicked 
therefore fits both of Saul’s actions (Ben Yehoyada). 
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Apropos Saul’s contravention of God’s command to obliterate 
Amalek, the Gemara observes that Rav Huna said: How little 
does a person who has the support of his Lord have to worry 
or be concerned." The proof for this assertion is a comparison 
between Saul and David. Saul failed with one single sin and it 
was counted against him, costing him the throne. David, how- 
ever, failed with two sins and they were not counted against him, 
as he retained his position. The Gemara asks: What was Saul’s 
one sin? The incident with Agag, king of Amalek, whom Saul 
spared in defiance of God’s command (see 1 Samuel 15:9). But 
was this his sole sin? There is also the incident of Nob, the city 
of priests, in which Saul later slew many innocent people, as 
cited above. The Gemara answers: It was after the incident with 
Agag, and even before the incident at Nob, that God said: “I 
regret that I have crowned Saul to be king” (1 Samuel 15:11). 


Rav Huna stated above that David failed with two sins. What 
were they? One was the incident in which he had Uriah killed. 
The other was the matter of the incitement of David to conduct 
a census of the Jewish people (see 11 Samuel 24:1), which led to 
many deaths in a plague. 


The Gemara asks: But were these his only two sins? There is 
also the incident of Bathsheba, in which he took another man’s 
wife as his own. The Gemara answers: There, in that case, punish- 
ment was exacted from him separately, so the matter is no 
longer listed among his sins, as it is written with regard to this 
incident: “And he shall restore the lamb fourfold” (11 Samuel 
12:6). The lamb was a metaphor for Bathsheba, and ultimately 
David was indeed given a fourfold punishment for taking Bath- 
sheba: The first child born to Bathsheba and David died (see 
11 Samuel 12:13-23); David’s son Amnon was killed; Tamar, 
his daughter, was raped by Amnon (see 11 Samuel 13); and his 
son Avshalom rebelled against him and was ultimately killed (see 
11 Samuel 15-18). 


The Gemara asks: If sins for which was David was punished 
separately are not counted, one could ask: There, too, with regard 
to the sin of the census, he was punished separately, as it is writ- 
ten: “And the Lord sent a plague against Israel from the morn- 
ing until the appointed time” (t Samuel 24:15). The Gemara 
responds: There, David was not punished personally, in his own 
body; rather, the punishment was inflicted on the Jewish people. 


The Gemara challenges this: There, too, in the incident with 

Bathsheba, David was not punished personally, in his own body; 
rather, it was his children who suffered punishment. The Gemara 

answers: That is not so; he was punished personally, in his own 

body, for that sin, as Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: David was 

stricken with leprosy for six months after that incident, and the 

Sanhedrin withdrew from him in protest over his behavior, and 

the Divine Presence also left him. As it is written that David 

prayed: “May those who fear You return to me, and they who 

know Your testimonies” (Psalms 119:79 ). Since he prayed for the 

return of those who fear God and who know His testimonies, 
referring to the Sages of the Sanhedrin, it can be inferred that they 
had withdrawn from him. And it is written as well: “Restore to 

me the joy of Your salvation, let a vigorous spirit support me” 
(Psalms 51:14), where David asks for the return of the Divine 

Spirit, which had left him. 


The Gemara asks: And didn’t David commit other sins? Didn’t 
Rav say: David accepted a slanderous report from Ziba about 
Mephibosheth, son of Jonathan, stating that the latter was pleased 
with David’s downfall? There was, in that case, this additional 
sin. The Gemara responds: Consequently, it is necessary to follow 
the approach of Shmuel, who said: David did not accept a 
slanderous report, because Ziba’s claim was true. 


NOTES 
How little does a person who has the support of his Lord 
have to worry or be concerned - K124 Waya xd) on x ma 
my» AIT: The Gemara implies that David was given more 
eeway by ‘God simply because God liked him better than Saul. 


The commentaries raise the objection that it seems unfair for 


God to be more patient with one person than another for no 
reason other than that He likes him more. Some explain that 
he difference between the two personalities is that Saul’s sins 
were errors in leadership, whereas David's infractions were in 
is private life. Alternatively, David repented for his sins and 
was therefore forgiven (Maharsha). The Me’iri writes, however, 
hat from the outset Saul’s kingship was meant to be only tem- 
porary. By right the kingship belongs to the tribe of Judah, of 
which David was a member, whereas Saul was from Benjamin. 
Due to this, one small sin was enough to cost Saul the throne, 
which was not the case with David (see Petah Einayim). 
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The Gemara continues: And even according to Rav, who said that 
David accepted a slanderous report, one could answer that that sin is 
not counted, as was he not punished for it? As Rav Yehuda said that 
Rav said: At the time when David said to Mephibosheth: “I say that 
you and Ziba should divide the field” (11 Samuel 19:30), a Divine Voice 
came forth and said to him: Rehoboam and Jeroboam will divide the 
kingship. Because David believed Ziba’s slanderous report and awarded 
him half of Mephibosheth’s field, David was punished by having his 
kingdom divided into two. Following King Solomon’s death the Jewish 
people split into two kingdoms, Israel to the north and Judea to the 
south (see 1 Kings 12). Therefore, David was punished for that sin too. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion of Saul and David. It is written: 


“Saul was one year old when he began to reign” (1 Samuel 13:1), which 


cannot be understood literally, as Saul was appointed king when he was 
a young man. Rav Huna said: The verse means that when he began to 
reign he was like a one-year-old, in that he had never tasted the taste 
of sin but was wholly innocent and upright. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak strongly objects to this interpretation of the 
verse, saying: You could just as well say that he was like a one-year-old 
in that he was always filthy with mud and excrement." Rav Nahman 
was shown a frightful dream that night, and he understood it as a 
punishment for having disparaged Saul. He said: I humbly submit 
myself to you, O bones of Saul, son of Kish, and beg your forgiveness. 
But once again he was shown a frightful dream, and he understood 
that he had not shown enough deference in his first apology. He there- 
fore said this time: I humbly submit myself to you, O bones of Saul, 
son of Kish, king of Israel, and beg your forgiveness. Subsequently, the 
nightmares ceased. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Why did the kingship of the house 
of Saul not continue on to succeeding generations? It is because there 
was no flaw in his ancestry; he was of impeccable lineage. As Rabbi 
Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yehotzadak: One 
appoints a leader over the community only if he has a box full of 
creeping animals hanging behind him," i.e., he has something inap- 
propriate in his ancestry that preceded him. Why is that? It is so that if 
he exhibits a haughty attitude toward the community, one can say to 
him: Turn and look behind you and be reminded of your humble roots. 
This is why David’s kingdom lasted while Saul’s did not, as David de- 
scended from a family with problematic ancestry, namely Tamar (see 
Genesis, chapter 38) and Ruth the Moabite (see Ruth 4:18-22). 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Why was Saul punished in that he was 

ultimately led to commit the sins described above?" Because at the very 
outset of his reign he inappropriately forwent his royal honor, as it is 

stated with regard to Saul’s inauguration: “And some base fellows said: 

How can this man save us? So they disparaged him and brought him 

no present. But he made himself as if he did not hear” (1 Samuel 

10:27). And it is stated immediately afterward: “And Nahash the Am- 
monite marched up and encamped against Jabesh-gilead” (1 Samuel 

11:1). The implication is that if Saul had forcefully assumed his throne, 
Nahash would not have dared to attack the people of Jabesh-gilead. In 

this way, his humility led to the crisis. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yeho- 
tzadak: Any Torah scholar 


NOTES 


Like a one-year-old, filthy with mud and excrement - mY {33 
mein wya sbabaw: Rav Nahman’s comment is puzzling, Why 
should he suggest an interpretation that is so unflattering to Saul? 


Perhaps what he meant to say was that Saul, in his great humility, 


viewed himself as a soiled child, as expressed in the verse: “Like a 


weaned child with its mother; like a weaned child am | in my mind” 


(Psalms 131:2). Nevertheless, Rav Nahman was punished for stating 
this idea in a disrespectful manner (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


A box full of creeping animals hanging behind him - by DENY 
minx b mbn wy W: It is unwise to appoint an officer over the 


community who assumes so much power that he comes to view 
his position as a right. Therefore, one who has a flawed past, if he 
has the requisite leadership qualities, is a preferable leader to one 
with no such past (Me'iri). 


Why was Saul punished in that he was ultimately led to commit 
the sins described above - Tix waya T2391: This explanation fol- 
lows Rashi’s commentary. Other commentaries explain the question 
in a more straightforward manner: Why was Saul punished in that 
he was faced with a war immediately upon assuming the crown 
(lyyun Ya'akov)? 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf23 Amuda 


PAY wy - WMD WIN OPV YKY 
x) Dipa xy sansa - -029 
INST KIN fogs KTI - "wD 
NOT APN) TIDY MOTT IPY MITT 
brew ab VX ANP) TPO) 
b ax may wọ d y - spin 
ro a Tors arp PRVI KIT 
it- nabewnt roy TP son 

TPI 


PRET tb IAN TPU KT PNY 
va and xb imh - TOK ap 
son: i ny pbn nbw b 
KT i= INOT Now Jap PY 

myo 


padpant won KT) and KINT KWY) 
wx pan pyniw pdw WX) 
pnaw naasa peiy preg 
anis anag phy - pya 

Pinas WWI NKY VITINY 


Who does not avenge himself and bear a grudge like a 
snake — wmad Win opi) ivgw: Some commentaries explain 
the comparison to a snake as follows: A snake does not attack 
its victim out in the open but waits for the appropriate time to 
do so. Similarly, the Torah scholar, while he is permitted to retain 
a grudge against one who has insulted him, should not act on 
his feelings but should wait until the perpetrator is punished 
by divine providence, when he will see his anguish avenged 
(Me‘iri). Others explain that just as a snake does not benefit from 
biting his victim, a Torah scholar too should not derive personal 
pleasure from taking revenge (/yyei HaYam). 


Rattlesnake preparing to attack, with drops of venom on its teeth 


who does not avenge himself and bear a grudge like a snake" 
when insulted is not considered a Torah scholar at all, as it is 
important to uphold the honor of Torah and its students by react- 
ing harshly to insults. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written ex- 
plicitly in the Torah: “You shall not take vengeance nor bear any 
grudge against the children of your people” (Leviticus 19:18)? 
The Gemara responds: That prohibition is written with regard 
to monetary matters and not personal insults, as it was taught in 
a baraita: What is revenge and what is bearing a grudge? Re- 
venge" is illustrated by the following example: One said to his 
fellow: Lend me your sickle, and he said: No. The next day he, 
the one who had refused to lend the sickle, said to the other 
person: Lend me your ax. If he said to him: I will not lend to 
you, just as you did not lend to me, that is revenge. 


And what is bearing a grudge?" If one said to his fellow: Lend 
me your ax, and he said: No, and the next day he, the one who 
had refused to lend the ax, said to the other man: Lend me your 
robe; if the first one said to him: Here it is, as I am not like you, 
who would not lend to me, that is bearing a grudge. Although 
he does not respond to his friend’s inconsiderate behavior in kind, 
he still makes it known to his friend that he resents his inconsid- 
erate behavior. This baraita shows that the prohibition relates 
only to monetary matters, such as borrowing and lending. 


The Gemara asks: But does the prohibition against vengeance 
really not relate also to matters of personal anguish suffered by 
someone? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Those who are insulted 
but do not insult others, who hear themselves being shamed" 
but do not respond, who act out of love for God, and who re- 
main happy in their suffering, about them the verse states: 
“They that love Him be as the sun when it goes forth in its 
might” (Judges 5:31). This baraita shows that one should forgive 
personal insults as well as wrongs in monetary matters. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Who does not avenge himself and bear a grudge like a 
snake — wma W421 opi) ix: It is befitting a Torah scholar 
to forgive one who insults him in private. However, if he was 
insulted publicly, he should avenge the insult and bear a 
grudge like a snake for the sake of the Torah’s honor (Ram- 
bam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 7:13). 


Revenge - 71129773: One who takes revenge against his fel- 
low violates a negative mitzva. Revenge is defined as a case 
where one is wronged by another and he then retaliates 
in kind for the injustice; for example, if one person did not 
want to lend another an object, and the second person in 
return does not lend something to the first (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 7:7). 


Bearing a grudge - Mba: One who bears a grudge of hatred 
against one’s fellow Violates a negative mitzva. Bearing a 
grudge is defined as a case where one maintains hatred 
toward his fellow and reminds him that he had once acted 
inappropriately toward him; e.g., if one’s fellow refused to 
lend him an object, and the second person then reminds 
the first of this when he lends something to him (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 7:8). 


Those who are insulted...who hear themselves being 
shamed - may pyniw.. paman: Some commentaries inter- 
pret the difference between these two terms as follows: Being 
insulted refers to hearing an insult directly from the offender, 
while hearing oneself being shamed refers to one overhearing 
something disparaging that was not addressed to him person- 
ally (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


They that love Him be as the sun when it goes forth in its 
might - iNY WAWI NY VITINI: This choice of expression 
may be based on the story of the moon complaining at hav- 
ing to share the sky with sun (see Hullin 60b), whereupon the 
moon was diminished in brightness. In contrast, since the sun 
heard itself being insulted but did not react, it was rewarded 
by having its original brightness maintained. This accounts for 
the metaphor of the bright, rising sun in this context (Meʻiri). 
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HALAKHA 


Whoever forgoes his reckonings with others for injustices 
done to him - vpi by VIVAT bs: It is a worthy attribute 
to forgive insults, and if one forgoes his reckonings with 
others for injustices done to him, the heavenly court in turn 
forgoes punishment for all his sins (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 7:7). 


The priests may not extend the third finger or the thumb — 
Sana chy ww xb peyin pg: At the time of a lottery each 
priest extends one or two fingers. If one of them extends 
hree, all three are counted. However, one may not extend 
a thumb, due to concern for cheaters (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:3). The Rambam had a variant 
ext of this Gemara, as is found in some manuscripts of the 
Talmud, which reads shalosh, three, instead of shalish, third 
finger (Lehem Mishne). With regard to counting the three 
fingers, the Rambam is apparently basing his opinion on 
his Gemara together with the Jerusalem Talmud, which has 
a different explanation of the extension of multiple fingers 
(Lehem Mishne). 


The scholar may keep resentment in his heart - a ppt 
mara: The scholar keeps his hatred in his heart, hoping that 
God will avenge him (Meiiri; Ritva). Rashi explains that the schol- 
ar does not protest when someone else avenges the scholars 
honor. Rashi’s point clarifies the criticism voiced earlier by the 
Gemara against Saul for waiving his honor, because he stopped 
others from avenging his honor against those who had dis- 
paraged him, as described in | Samuel 11:12-13 (Rabbi Yoshiya 
Pinto). 


The lottery in the Temple - waa o»an nwyn: The Tosefta 
and the commentaries describe the lottery procedure. The 
priests stood in a circle and the appointee removed one priest's 
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NOTES 


The Gemara responds that the prohibition against taking vengeance 
and bearing a grudge indeed applies to cases of personal anguish; 
however, actually, the scholar may keep resentment in his heart," 
though he should not act on it or remind the other person of his 
insulting behavior. The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rava say: With 
regard to whoever forgoes his reckonings with others for injus- 
tices done to him," the heavenly court in turn forgoes punishment 
for all his sins? The Gemara answers: Indeed, even a scholar who 
is insulted must forgive insults, but that is only in cases where his 
antagonist has sought to appease him, in which case he should al- 
low himself to be appeased toward him. However, ifno apology has 
been offered, the scholar should not forgive him, in order to uphold 
the honor of the Torah. 


§ The mishna describes that the lottery between competing priests 
is conducted by the priests extending their fingers for a count." And 
the mishna elaborated: And what fingers do they extend for the 
lottery? They may extend one or two fingers, and the priests do not 
extend a thumb in the Temple. The Gemara asks: Now that the 
mishna states that the priest may extend two fingers, is it necessary 
to state that they may also extend one finger? 


Rav Hisda said: This is not difficult. Here, when the mishna speaks 
of extending one finger, it is referring to a healthy person, who has 
no difficulty extending just one finger without extending a second 
one. There, when the mishna mentions two fingers, it is referring to 
a sick person, for whom it is difficult to extend a single finger at a 
time." And so it was taught in a baraita: They may extend one 
finger, but they may not extend two. In what case is this statement 
said? It is said in reference to a healthy person; however, a sick 
person may extend even two fingers. And the sick priests who sit 
or lie alone, separately from the other priests, extend two fingers, 
but their two fingers are counted only as one. 


The Gemara asks: And are the sick priest’s two fingers really count- 
ed as only one? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: The priests may not 
extend the third finger, i.e., the middle finger, or the thumb, to- 
gether with the index finger, due to concern for cheaters. One who 
sees that the count is approaching him might intentionally extend 
or withdraw an extra finger so that the lottery will fall on him. But 
if he does extend the third finger it is counted for him. This is 
because the third finger cannot be stretched very far from the index 
finger, so that it is easily recognizable that both fingers are from the 
same person, and this is not taken as an attempt to cheat. If he ex- 
tends his thumb, however, it is not counted for him, and moreover 
he is punished with lashes administered by the person in charge 
of the pakia." The implication of the baraita is that when the third 
finger is extended along with the index finger, both fingers are 
counted. 


The Gemara answers: What does the baraita mean when it says that 
if the priest extended his middle finger along with his index finger, 
it is counted for him? It also means, as stated earlier, that the two 
fingers are counted as one. 


urban to show that the count started from him. He picked 
a large number, and some say a different person suggested 
he number, to prevent the appointee fixing the lottery for 
he benefit of a friend. The appointee then began counting 
fingers. The priest on whom the last number fell won the 
ottery. 


A healthy and a sick person — nyina xa: The Rambam 
reverses the two cases and states that a healthy person extends 
wo fingers and a sick person extends only one. 


The priests may not extend. ..the thumb — Sana.proyia PX: 
The reason they may not extend his thumb is that it is easy to 


extend and withdraw, and a priest following the count can 
thereby put out or retract his thumb to manipulate the final 
result (Rambam). 


The person in charge of the pakia - y*paa Aaya: 
According to the Jerusalem Talmud, this appointee was in 
charge of tearing strips off the worn-out priestly garments to 
make them into wicks, in accordance with the original under- 
standing of Abaye recorded in this Gemara. Some commentar- 
ies write that this officer performed both tasks, producing the 
strips of garments to be used as both wicks and whips. This 
resolves the contradiction between the Gemara here and the 
Jerusalem Talmud (geonim; Peirush Kadmon). 
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The baraita mentions lashes administered by the person in charge 
of the pakia. What is a pakia? Rav said: It is a madra. However, 
the meaning of that term also became unclear over time, so the 
Gemara asks: What is a madra? Rav Pappa said: It is a whip 
[matraka]! used by the Arabs, the end of which is split into 
several strands. That is the pakia mentioned above, which was used 
for punishing the priests. 


Apropos this discussion, Abaye said: At first I would say as follows: 
When we learned in a mishna that ben Beivai was in charge of the 
pakia, I would say that it means that he was in charge of producing 
wicks, as we learned in another mishna: They would tear [ mafkia] 
strips from the priests’ worn-out trousers and belts" and make 
wicks out of them, with which they lit the lamps for the Celebration 
of Drawing Water. But once I heard that which is taught in the 
previously cited baraita: And moreover, he is punished with lashes 
administered by the person in charge of the pakia, I now say: 
What is a pakia? It is lashes. Ben Beivai was in charge of corporal 
punishment in the Temple. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: An incident occurred where both of 
the priests were equal as they were running and ascending on the 
ramp, and one of them shoved the other and he fell and his leg was 
broken. The Sages taught in the Tosefta: An incident occurred 
where there were two priests who were equal as they were running 
and ascending the ramp. One of them reached the four cubits 
before his colleague, who then, out of anger, took a knife and 
stabbed him in the heart. 


The Tosefta continues: Rabbi Tzadok’ then stood up on the steps 
of the Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary and said: Hear this, my 
brothers of the house of Israel. The verse states: “If one be found 
slain in the land... and it be not known who had smitten him; then 
your Elders and your judges shall come forth and they shall mea- 
sure... 
shall take a heifer” (Deuteronomy 21:1-3). And the Elders of that 
city took that heifer and broke its neck in a ritual of atonement. But 
what of us, in our situation? Upon whom is the obligation to bring 
the heifer whose neck is broken? Does the obligation fall on the 
city, Jerusalem, so that its Sages must bring the calf, or does the 
obligation fall upon the Temple courtyards, so that the priests must 
bring it? At that point the entire assembly of people burst into 
tears. 


The father of the boy, i.e., the young priest who was stabbed, came 
and found that he was still convulsing. He said: May my son’s 
death be an atonement for you. But my son is still convulsing" 
and has not yet died, and as such, the knife, which is in his body, 
has not become ritually impure through contact with a corpse. If 
you remove it promptly, it will still be pure for future use. The Tosefta 
comments: This incident comes to teach you that the ritual purity 
of utensils was of more concern to them than the shedding of 
blood. Even the boy’s father voiced more concern over the purity 
of the knife than over the death of his child. And similarly, it says: 

“Furthermore, Manasseh spilled innocent blood very much, till 
he had filled Jerusalem from one end to another” (11 Kings 21:16), 
which shows that in his day as well people paid little attention to 
bloodshed. 


The Gemara asks: Which incident came first, the one about the 
broken leg reported in the mishna or the one about the slain priest 
in the Tosefta? If we say that the incident of bloodshed came first, 
this raises a problem: Now, if in response to a case of bloodshed 
they did not establish a lottery but continued with the running 
competition, can it be that in response to an incident of a priest’s 
leg being broken they did establish a lottery? Rather, we must say 
that the case in which the priest’s leg was broken in the course of 
the race came first, and as the mishna states, the establishment of 
the lottery was in response to that incident. 


and it shall be that the city which is nearest to the slain man... 


LANGUAGE 
Whip [matraka] — x1: From the Arabic üha, mitraqah, 
meaning a staff or strap used to strike. 


HALAKHA 
Worn-out priestly garments — 0°75 "134 nba: The worn- 
out trousers and belts of the priests are made into wicks for 
the Celebration of Drawing Water, and their tunics were 
made into wicks for the candelabrum (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:6; see Kesef Mishne, who explains 
the distinction). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Tzadok — pity +37: The reference is apparently to 
Rabbi Tzadok the priest, who, in his later years, was one o 
the greatest Sages of Israel at the time of the destruction o 
the Temple. It is said that he fasted frequently over the pe- 
riod of forty years prior to the destruction of the Temple as 
a plea that the Temple not be destroyed. The leader of tha 
generation, Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai, held him in such 
high regard that he requested of the emperor Vespasian 
to procure a special doctor to care for him, since he had 
become so emaciated by his fasts. Several sources attes 
to his expertise in engineering and mathematics. 

Rabbi Tzadok’s son, Rabbi Elazar ben Rabbi Tzadok, was 
one of the great scholars of the subsequent generation, 
respected in the house of the Nasi of the Sanhedrin. Rabbi 
Elazar often cites customs of his father’s house and of the 
house of the Nasi. 

However, some say that the Rabbi Tzadok mentioned 
here lived much earlier than the Rabbi Izadok known from 
the time of the Temple. 


NOTES 


Convulsing - 1579/2: The father meant that the knife 
should be removed from his son's heart to prevent it from 
becoming impure, even though that would hasten his 
death (Ritva). 
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NOTES 
A random event — *1p%: The Sages believed that it was not 
merely losing the race that caused the attack, but that there 
was some previous enmity between the two priests that led 
to it (Siah Yitzhak). 


Perek II 
Daf 23 Amud b 


HALAKHA 

Jerusalem does not bring a heifer whose neck is broken — 
mony mhay TWII AYN: Ifa corpse is found near Jerusalem and 

the assailant is unknown, the city of Jerusalem is not required 

to bring a heifer whose neck is broken. This is because the 

city was not apportioned to any of the tribes, as the Gemara 

teaches here and in tractate Bava Kamma (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:14; Kesef Mishne). 


NOTES 

And furthermore it is written that the heifer whose neck is 
broken is brought when it be not known who had smitten 
him - 2373 a7 yt x ‘tipi: This is the main question of 
the Gemara: The ritual of the heifer whose neck is broken is 
not applicable at all here, where the identity of the murderer 
is known. The first question, on the other hand, is not a very 
compelling one, as the question of whether or not Jerusalem 
was apportioned among the tribes is a matter of dispute, as 
discussed previously (daf12a; Ritva). 


To increase weeping - 7334 many: Rabbi Tzadok did not 
mean to imply that that halakha of the heifer whose neck is 
broken applied here but to point out a logical argument to 
the people: In the case of the heifer whose neck is broken, the 
culprit is unknown, and yet the residents of the nearest town 
must gain atonement for the killing; all the more so when a 
deliberate murder takes place right in the Temple, those in 
charge must take responsibility for what has happened (Ritva). 


It was bloodshed that had become trivialized - ot maw 
on xin: The description of Manasseh’s violence took place 
during the First Temple, and the episode under discussion 
happened in the Second Temple. Nevertheless, through his 
callousness Manasseh desensitized the people of Jerusalem 
to murder and is therefore blamed for the lax attitudes toward 
killing in later times (Ritva). 
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The Gemara asks: If the running competition was abolished im- 
mediately after the incident of the broken leg and a lottery was 
instituted to replace it, once they established the lottery, what 
were they doing still running to within the four cubits in the 
incident that led to the priest’s murder? Rather, actually, it is 
necessary to return to the approach suggested earlier, that the case 
involving bloodshed came first. Initially, the Sages thought that 
it was merely a random, i.e., isolated, event," and because it was 
extremely unlikely for a murder to happen again they did not 
abolish the competition due to that incident. Then, once they 
saw that in any event the priests were coming to danger, as one 
of them was pushed and broke his leg, the Sages established a 
lottery. 


The Gemara returns to the incident of the slain priest and dis- 
cusses several details ofit. It was related that Rabbi Tzadok stood 
up on the steps of the Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary and said: 
Hear this, my brothers of the house of Israel. The verse states: 
“If one be found slain in the land, etc.” But what of us, in our 
situation? Upon whom is the obligation to bring the heifer whose 
neckis broken? Does the obligation fall upon the city, Jerusalem, 
or does the obligation fall upon the Temple courtyards? The 
Gemara asks: Is Jerusalem subject to bringing a heifer whose 
neck is broken? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Ten things were 
said about Jerusalem to distinguish it from all other cities in Eretz 
Yisrael, and this is one of them: 


Jerusalem does not bring a heifer whose neck is broken." The 
reason for this is that the halakha of the heifer whose neck is 
broken applies only to land that was apportioned to a specific tribe 
of the Jewish people. Jerusalem alone was not divided among the 
tribes, but was shared equally by the entire nation. And further- 
more, it is written that the heifer whose neck is broken is brought 
when “it be not known who had smitten him,”" and here, in the 
case of the slain priest, it was well known who had smitten him. 
Rather, one must conclude that Rabbi Tzadok invoked the ha- 
lakha of the heifer whose neck is broken not because it actually 
applied in this case but only in order to arouse the people's grief 
and to increase weeping." 


In relating the above incident the Tosefta said: The father of the 
boy came and found that he was still convulsing. He said: May 
my son’s death be an atonement for you. But my son is still alive, 
etc. This incident comes to teach you that the ritual purity of 
utensils was of more concern to them than the shedding of 
blood. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Should one con- 
clude from this comment that bloodshed had become trivialized 
in their eyes but their concern for purity of utensils remained 
where it was originally, meaning that while they cared less than 
they should have about murder, they did not exaggerate the im- 
portance of purity of utensils; or perhaps their concern for blood- 
shed remained where it was originally, but their concern for 
purity of vessels had become too strict, to the extent that its 
importance was exaggerated beyond concern for human life? 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear an answer to the dilemma: 
Since the Tosefta adduces a biblical teaching from the verse, 


“Furthermore, Manasseh spilled innocent blood,” conclude 


from this that it was bloodshed that had become trivialized," 
and the importance of purity of utensils remained where it had 
been. 
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§ The Gemara returns to the mitzva of removing the ashes from 
the altar and associated issues. The Sages taught in a baraita: The 
Torah states, after describing the removal of the ashes: “And he 
shall put off his garments, and put on other garments, and carry 
the ashes out of the camp to a clean place” (Leviticus 6:4). Imight 
understand from here that this change of garments is a mitzva to 
change into a different kind of garment, similar to the change of 
garments performed on Yom Kippur, when the High Priest chang- 
es back and forth from gold clothes to white clothes. Here, too, the 
Torah requires that he remove his sacred garments and put on 
non-sacred garments.’ 


The baraita continues: To teach us otherwise, the verse states: 


“And he shall put off his garments, and put on other garments,” 


thereby juxtaposing the garments he puts on to the garments 
he takes off. This indicates that just as there, the garments he 
removes, i.e., those in which he had performed the mitzva of re- 
moval of the ashes, are sacred garments, so too here, the clothes 
he puts on to take the ashes out of the camp are sacred garments." 


Ifso, what is the meaning when the verse states: Other garments, 
which implies that the second set of garments is different from the 
first? It means they are of lower quality than the first set of gar- 
ments. Rabbi Eliezer says a different interpretation of the words: 
Other garments. The verse states: “And put on other garments, 
and carry the ashes out of the camp,” in which the Hebrew juxta- 
poses the words “other” and “carry out.” This teaches that priests 
with physical blemishes, who are considered others in that they 
are not eligible to perform sacred tasks, are eligible to carry out 
the ashes. 


The Gemara now explains the baraita in detail. The Master said 
in the baraita: The words: Other garments, teach that they are to 
be of lower quality than the garments worn during the removal 
of the ashes. This is in accordance with what was taught in the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael, as it was taught in the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael: Clothes worn by a servant as he was cooking 
food for his master that became soiled in the process should not 
be worn by him when he pours a cup for his master, which is a 
task that calls for the servant to present a dignified appearance. 
Similarly, one who performs the dirtying task of carrying out the 
ashes should not wear the same fine clothes worn to perform 
other services. 


The baraita taught that Rabbi Eliezer derived from the word other 
that blemished priests are eligible for the task of carrying out the 
ashes, while the first tanna derived a different teaching from those 
words. The Gemara clarifies the scope of the dispute between the 
first tanna and Rabbi Eliezer. Reish Lakish said: Just as there is a 
dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and the first tanna with regard to 
carrying the ashes out of the camp, so too, there is a dispute with 
regard to the removal of the ashes from the altar.“ Rabbi Eliezer 
maintains that the removal of the ashes may also be performed by 
blemished priests, while the first tanna disagrees. But Rabbi 
Yohanan said: The dispute is only with regard to carrying the 
ashes out of the camp, but all agree that the removal of the ashes 
is a bona fide Temple service that cannot be performed by 
blemished priests. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason behind the opinion of 
Reish Lakish? Reish Lakish could have said to you: If it enters 
your mind that the removal of the ashes is a bona fide Temple 
service, you are faced with the following difficulty: Do you have 
any Temple service that may be performed with only two gar- 
ments rather than the full set of four vestments worn by the 
priests? In the Torah’s description of the garments worn to remove 
the ashes it says: “And the priest shall put on his linen garment, 
and his linen trousers shall he put on his flesh” (Leviticus 6:3). 


NOTES 


Similar to the change of garments performed on Yom 
Kippur, that he remove his sacred garments and put 
on non-sacred garments — are) bwisw „DTT OV Wb 
bin na vah wip: The comparison to Yom Kippur as 
explained here is not without flaws, as Rashi’s lengthy ex- 
planation suggests. The wording implies that on Yom Kip- 
pur there is a change from sacred garments to non-sacred 
garments. Rabbeinu Hananel explains the Gemara's point 
differently: It is referring to the end of Yom Kippur, when 
the day's services are complete and the High Priest changes 
from his sacred garments to his personal clothes. 


Removal of the ashes and carrying them out - may7 
mxyim: There are several different opinions in the com- 
mentaries with regard to these two activities, both ac- 
cording to the view of Rabbi Eliezer and that of the first 
tanna, based on an analysis of the approaches of Rabbi 
Yohanan and Reish Lakish as well as on the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud’s version of the debate. According to the Rambam, the 
conclusion is that garments of lesser quality are worn for 
both removal of the ashes from the altar and for carrying 
them out of the camp. Others maintain that the removal 
of the ashes is a bona fide service and calls for the regular 
priestly garments, while clothes of lesser quality are used 
when the ashes are carried out of the camp. There is yet 
another approach that holds that both acts are performed 
in garments of lesser quality, but that carrying out the 
ashes was performed in garments of even more inferior 
quality than those worn to remove the ashes from the altar 
(Meri; see Siah Yitzhak). 


HALAKHA 


Clothes worn by the priest during removal of the ashes — 
jor nann nywa way ona: The priest who removes 
the ashes from the altar does not wear his regular priestly 
garments but wears those of slightly lesser quality (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:10). Com- 
mentaries on the Rambam discuss this assertion, since 
the Gemara, when calling for garments of inferior quality, 
is dealing with carrying the ashes out of the camp, not 
removing them from the altar (see Kesef Mishne, Lehem 
Mishne, and Mishne LaMelekh). 
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HALAKHA 
Conform to his exact size — ints: A priest's sacred 
garments must fit him precisely and should not be too 
short nor too long (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 8:4). 


The trousers precede the other garments - 0D3N 


ona ayh anaip: When a priest dons his sacred vest- 


ments he begins by putting his trousers on, before the 
other garments (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 10:1). 
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And what is the explanation for Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion? In fact, 
the priest is required to wear all four priestly garments. The Merci- 
ful One reveals in the Torah that the priest must wear the tunic 

and the trousers like any other service so that one would not think 
that taking out the ashes may be performed in regular, non-sacred 

clothes. Once the Torah has made this point and mentioned these 

two specific garments, the same is true for the other two garments 

as well, i.e., the mitre and the belt. 


The Gemara asks: If the Torah requires all four garments and men- 
tions the tunic and trousers only as examples, what is different 
about these two that the Torah mentioned them in particular? 
The Gemara answers that these two particular garments were 
mentioned in order to teach certain halakhot. The Torah refers to 
the tunic as “his linen garment,” with the words “his garment” 
[middo], indicating that the tunic must conform to his exact size" 
[middato] and should fit the priest perfectly. As for the words 
“linen trousers,” they come to teach that which was taught in a 
baraita: From where is it derived that as the priest gets dressed no 
garment should precede the trousers? As it is stated: “And his 
linen trousers shall he put on his flesh,’ which implies that the 
trousers should be donned when the priest has nothing but his flesh, 
i.e., when he has no other garments on him yet." 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to Reish Lakish, who maintains 
that these two garments are mentioned because they are the only 
two that the priest wears when removing the ashes, from where 
does he derive these two halakhot? The Gemara answers: The ha- 
lakha that his linen garment, i.e., the tunic, must be according to 
his size is derived the fact that the Merciful One uses the expres- 
sion “his garment,’ i.e., his fitted garment, in the Torah, rather than 
calling it by its usual name, tunic. And the halakha that no garment 
should precede the trousers when the priest dresses is derived 
from the fact that the Torah added the phrase “on his flesh.” 


Let us say that the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish La- 
kish is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im. As it was taught in 
a baraita that the Torah states: “And the priest shall put on his linen 
garment, and his linen trousers shall he put on his flesh” (Leviticus 
6:3). The words “shall he put on” seem superfluous, since these 
same words were already stated earlier in the verse. Therefore, the 
Torah could have sufficed with saying: “And linen trousers on his 
flesh.” What is the meaning when the verse states: “Shall he put 
on”? This extra expression comes to include the donning of the 
mitre and the belt, which are not mentioned here explicitly, for the 
removal of the ash; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Dosa says: The extra expression comes to include the per- 
missibility of the High Priest’s clothes that he wears on Yom Kip- 
pur, which are linen garments identical to those of the common 
priest, to teach that they are acceptable to be used afterward by 
common priests in their service. In other words, the expression 
teaches that the High Priest’s garments need not be permanently 
retired from service after Yom Kippur, unlike the opinion of an- 
other Sage, as will be explained below. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: There are two refutations against 
Rabbi Dosa’s interpretation: One is that the belt of the High Priest 
that he wears on Yom Kippur is made only of linen and is not iden- 
tical to the belt of the common priest, which, in Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s opinion, is made of wool and linen. Therefore, it is impos- 
sible for the High Priest’s Yom Kippur garments to be used by a 
common priest. And furthermore, with regard to garments that 
you used to perform the services of the most severe sanctity, i.e., 
the services performed by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, can it 
be that you will then use them to perform services of lesser sanc- 
tity by a common priest? Instead of this, a different interpretation 
must be said. What, then, is the meaning when the verse states the 
superfluous words “shall he put on”? 
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The phrase comes to include worn out garments, teaching that 
as long as they have not become tattered they may be used for 
Temple services. 


The Gemara continues with another baraita connected to this 

debate. With regard to the garments of the High Priest, the Torah 

states: “And Aaron shall go into the tent of meeting, and he shall 

take off the linen garments that he had put on when he went into 

the Sanctuary, and shall leave them there” (Leviticus 16:23). 
This verse teaches that the linen garments worn by the High 

Priest during the Yom Kippur service require storing away," i.e., 
they may not be used again. Rabbi Dosa says: They do not have 

to be stored away, because although they may not be used again 

by the High Priest on a subsequent Yom Kippur, they are ac- 
ceptable for use for a common priest. And what, then, is the 

meaning when the verse states: “And shall leave them there,’ 
which implies that they are not to be used again? It means that 

the High Priest himself may not use them on a subsequent Yom 

Kippur for service in the Holy of Holies; it does not mean that 

they may not be used at all. 


The Gemara returns to the question of whether or not the re- 
moval of the ashes is considered a bona fide Temple service, 
requiring all four priestly garments, and whether or not this is 
the subject of debate between tanna’im. What, is it not with 
regard to this that Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Dosa disagree: One 
Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, who derives from the phrase “he shall wear” 
that all four garments are required, holds that the removal of the 
ashes is a bona fide service; and one Sage, Rabbi Dosa, who 
derives a different teaching from “he shall wear,’ holds that it 
is not a bona fide service, and consequently only two of the 
four garments are required? Their dispute would therefore be 
identical to the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: It is possible to say that this 
is not the subject of debate between these two tanna’im. Rather, 
everyone agrees that the removal of ashes is a bona fide Temple 
service requiring all four garments, and here they disagree 
about a different point, which is this: One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, 
holds that a derivation from the verse is necessary to include 
the mitre and belt, which are not mentioned explicitly in the 
verse. And one Sage, Rabbi Dosa, holds that since the removal 
of the ash is a bona fide Temple service it is obvious that all four 
garments are required, so a derivation from a verse to include 
the other two garments is not necessary. Accordingly, both 
tanna’im are in agreement that the removal of ash is a bona fide 
service and requires all four priestly garments. 


§ Rabbi Avin raised a dilemma: How much ash must be re- 
moved in order to fulfill the mitzva of removal of the ashes?" 
Do we derive it from the teruma of the tithe, the portion that 
the Levite sets aside for the priest, in which case one hundredth 
of the total is separated, or do we derive it from the donations 
that were set aside from the spoils of the war with Midian, where 
one five-hundredth was taken from the spoils of war (see Num- 
bers 31:28)? Come and hear a teaching with regard to this di- 
lemma. As Rabbi Hiyya taught in a baraita that it is stated here: 
“And he shall take up the ashes” (Leviticus 6:3), and it is said 
elsewhere, with regard to a meal-offering: “And he shall take 
up a handful of the choice flour of the meal-offering” (Leviticus 
6:8). Just as there, the amount he removes is a handful of flour, 
so too, here, he removes a handful of ash." The amount of ash- 
es removed from the altar is therefore not a fixed percentage of 
the total ash. 


HALAKHA 


The linen garments worn by the High Priest during the Yom Kip- 
pur service require storing away — 733 pay: The white clothes 
worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur may not be used again 
the following year. They must be stored away, and it is prohibited 
to derive any benefit from them, in accordance with the view of 
the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:5). 


NOTES 


How much ash must be removed in order to fulfill the mitzva of 
removal of the ashes — 77232 pwn mana: Rabbi Avin’s dilemma 
is that it is unclear how to choose between two possible amounts: 
One-hundredth and one five-hundredth. The Ritva notes that in 
a similar situation in Kiddushin the Gemara applies this principle: 
When the Torah does not specify any amount for something, and 
it is possible to draw a comparison to various other cases, it is the 
smallest amount that is intended. Therefore, Rabbi Avin should 
have concluded that the amount required for the removal of the 
ashes is one five-hundredth. One answer given is that here the 
Gemara's comparison to these other two cases is based on the 
verb: To take up, which appears in the context of removal of ash 
as well as in the other two cases under consideration, and Rabbi 
Avin therefore seeks to establish which verse is more similar to the 
removal of the ashes in its context (Siah Yitzhak). 


So too here he removes a handful of ash — ixaypa qd 4X: In 
the Tosafot Yeshanim it is noted that the Gemara does not really 
resolve Rabbi Avin’s dilemma, as in effect it rejects both of the 
possibilities he raised and brings up a third alternative. Another 
anomaly here is that in the Jerusalem Talmud as well a comparison 
is drawn between the removal of the ashes and the removal of a 
handful of the meal-offering; however, this comparison is used 
here only to teach that, like the removal of the handful of the 
meal-offering, the removal of the ashes must be done with the 
right hand. It makes no mention of comparing the two with regard 
o a minimum amount. Moreover, even here the Gemara does not 
ultimately provide a fixed amount for the removal of the ashes but 
says that any amount that is a handful or more fulfills the mitzva. 
Rashi explains that the removal was in fact not done with one's 
bare hands, since the ash is too hot to touch, but was performed 
with a shovel. For all these reasons it is understandable why the 
Rambam did not cite this ruling as halakha, because there is no 
definitive conclusion with regard to the amount of ash that must 
be removed (see Heshek Shlomo). 
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HALAKHA 


Temple services for which a non-priest is liable to receive 
the punishment of death — apa phy sem at nitiay: It is 
prohibited for non-priests to serve in the Temple, but one 
who does so incurs the death penalty only for participa- 
tion in one of these services: Sprinkling the blood, burning 
offerings on the altar, pouring out the water libation on 
Sukkot, and pouring out the wine libation. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:2). 


A non-priest sprinkling blood — mxt74 %: A non-priest 
who performs one of the sprinkling services, whether out- 
side on the altar or inside the Sanctuary, or any of the sprin- 
klings of the leper, incurs the death penalty (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:3). 


A service of gift indicates a service that involves giving - 
mana Nay: Only a priest is permitted to remove the ashes 

from the altar. A non-priest who performed this service is 

punished with lashes, but does not incur the death penalty. 
The death penalty is incurred only for services involving 

giving, not for those involving removal, as stated by Rav 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:8). 


PERSONALITIES 


Levi - nb: This individual is Levi, son of Sisi, a student of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who lived in the transitional genera- 
tion between the tanna’im and amora‘im. Levi was one of 
the most distinguished disciples of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and was a colleague of his son Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi was quite close to Levi and once declared him to be: 
A man like me, i.e., on my level. 

Levi visited Babylonia several times, where he conferred 
with its scholars, especially Abba, son of Abba, the father of 
Shmuel. The Sages of Babylonia often cite his statements, 
and in the Babylonian Talmud a physical description of him 
is provided: A scholar of tall stature with a limp. 

After the death of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi he was one of the 
chief scholars in Eretz Yisrael, but was not appointed to a po- 
sition in the Sanhedrin (see Ketubot 103b). He subsequently 
moved to Babylonia, where he spent the rest of his life. The 
Talmud quotes many statements of halakha and aggada in 
his name. Levi compiled a volume of baraitot called Teach- 
ings of the School of Levi, similar to Rabbi Hiyya's collections 
of baraitot. 


NOTES 


And you shall serve [va‘avadtem] is a service that is com- 
plete [avoda tamma] on its own - Tan aay ONT: 
This form of interpretation, interpreting the second-person 
plural suffix tem as if it were tam, complete, appears several 
times in the Talmud, such as the changing of ushmartem, 
you shall guard, to ushmar tam, complete guarding, and 
the like. The idea behind this approach appears to be that 
the Torah’s commands are generally written in the singular 
form, so that any deviation from that is subject to analysis. 


To include the seven sprinklings that are performed in- 
side the Sanctuary - D393% nix yaw vinn: The com- 
mentaries ask: It is prohibited, on pain of death, for anyone 
even to enter the Sanctuary except for the purpose of per- 
orming one of the rituals that must be performed there. 
What is gained by establishing that a non-priest would be 
iable to receive a punishment for sprinkling blood there, 
since his mere entry to that place is enough for him to incur 
he death penalty? One answer given is that the Gemara 
could be referring to someone who entered the Holy of 
Holies unintentionally, and would therefore not be liable for 
hat act, and then went on to sprinkle blood there intention- 
ally (Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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§ Rav said: Although a non-priest may not perform any Temple 
service, there are only four Temple services for which a non- 
priest is liable to receive the punishment of death" by God’s hand 
for doing so. They are: Sprinkling sacrificial blood on the altar," 
and burning incense or parts of sacrificial animals on the altar, 
and pouring out the water libation on the altar on the festival of 
Sukkot, and pouring out the wine libation on the altar. And Levi? 
said: This is true also for the removal of the ashes. And simi- 
larly, Levi taught in his collection of baraitot: The removal of 
ashes is also included among those services for which a non-priest 
incurs the death penalty ifhe performs them. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason for Rav’s opinion? As 
it is written: “And you and your sons with you shall keep your 
priesthood in everything pertaining to the altar and to that 
within the veil; and you shall serve; I give you the priesthood 
as a service of gift; and the common man that draws near shall 
be put to death” (Numbers 18:7). Rav interprets this verse as fol- 
lows: “A service of gift” indicates a service that involves giving," 
i.e., placing something on the altar, and nota service that involves 
removal from the altar, to the exclusion of removing the ashes. 
“And you shall serve [va‘avadtem]” is interpreted as referring to 
a service that is complete [avoda tamma] on its own," such as 
sprinkling the blood, and not a service that is not complete, i.e., a 
service that is only a preparatory step and has another service 
after it that completes its purpose, such as slaughtering the animal 
or collecting its blood, which are only preparatory steps leading 
up to the sprinkling of the blood on the altar. 


And what is the reason for the opinion of Levi? Why does he in- 
clude the removal of ashes? According to him, the Merciful One 

includes this service by adding “in everything pertaining to the 

altar,” which teaches that all actions performed on the altar, in- 
cluding the removal of ashes, are significant and are prohibited to 

a non-priest on pain of death. The Gemara asks: And what does 

Rav learn from the phrase “in everything pertaining to the altar”? 
The Gemara answers: According to him, the word “everything” in 
that phrase comes to include the seven sprinklings that are 

performed inside the Sanctuary,’ when the blood of certain of- 
ferings is sprinkled on the veil of the Holy of Holies, and the 

seven sprinklings of oil of the leper, which are also performed 

inside the Sanctuary. Rav learns from the word “everything” that 
if a non-priest were to perform any of these actions he would be 

liable to receive the death penalty, despite the fact that they are 

not performed on the altar. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Levi derive these cases? 

The Gemara answers: He derives them from the superfluous 

wording of the text. As the entire phrase “pertaining to the altar” 
is superfluous, he derives from this the inclusion of the removal 

of the ashes. Additionally, the expression “everything pertaining” 
implies a further inclusion, from which he derives the internal 

sprinklings mentioned above. And what does Rav learn from this 

superfluous wording? Rav does not derive anything particular 
from the distinction between the expressions “pertaining to the 

altar” and “everything pertaining to the altar.” 


The Gemara asks about Levi's position: But say that the verse 

should be interpreted as follows: “In everything pertaining” is a 

generalization, and “a service of gift” is a specification, indicat- 
ing a case of a generalization followed by a specification. One of 
the principles of hermeneutics states that in such cases, the gen- 
eralization includes only what is mentioned explicitly in the 

specification. Following that rule, one would conclude: A service 

of giving, i.e., placing on the altar, yes, this is included, but a 

service of removal is not included. This presents a difficulty for 
Levi. The Gemara responds that the verse states: 
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“To that within the veil; and you shall serve; I give you the priesthood 
as a service of gift” (Numbers 18:7), indicating that it is only with regard 
to services that are performed within the veil, i.e., in the Holy of Holies, 
that there is a distinction between services, and a non-priest who 
performs services of giving there, such as sprinkling the blood inside 
the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur, is subject to the death penalty, but 
not one who performs services of removing there, such as the re- 
moval of the censer from the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur. This leads 
to the conclusion that when it comes to services performed outside of 
the Holy of Holies, a non-priest would be liable if he performed any 
service, even a service of removal, such as the removal of ashes from 
the altar. 


The Gemara asks: If it is so that the limitations of the verse apply only 
to those services performed in the Holy of Holies, one should say that 
the phrase: “And you shall serve [va‘avadtem],” from which it is de- 
rived that one is liable only for a service that is complete [ avoda tamma] 
on its own and not incomplete, should also be similarly limited to 
services performed to what is within the veil. In that case, the liability 
of the non-priest, which is limited to cases where he performs a com- 
plete service and does not apply ifhe performs a service that is only 
preparatory and has another service after it that completes its purpose, 
should apply only to services performed in the Holy of Holies. But for 
services performed outside the Holy of Holies, a non-priest should be 
liable even if it is a service that is incomplete and has a service after it. 


The Gemara answers: The phrase: “And you shall serve [va‘avadtem],” 
which begins with the conjunction vav, meaning: And, indicates that 

the verse goes back and combines the service performed within the 

veil to services performed outside of it. This teaches that with regard to 

this halakha there is no difference between a service performed outside 

and a service performed inside. 


According to Levi, ifa non-priest performs a service involving removal 
within the veil, i.e., in the Holy of Holies, he does not incur the death 
penalty, but ifhe performs a service involving removal outside, such as 
the removal of the ashes from the external altar, he is liable to the death 
penalty. Rava raised a dilemma relating to Levi's approach: What 
would be the halakha with regard to a service of removal performed 
in the Sanctuary chamber that is before the Holy of Holies, such as 
removing the burnt incense from the inner altar, or removing burnt 
wicks and leftover oil from the candelabrum? Do we compare such an 
act to a service performed inside the Holy of Holies, so that he would 
be exempt from the death penalty, or do we compare it to the outer 
service? 


Rava himself went back and resolved the dilemma: Had the Torah said 
only: Within the veil, it would have been understood that it is referring 
only to actions performed in the Holy of Holies. But since the Torah 
says: And to what is within the veil, the added conjunction: And, 
teaches that it is referring to something else besides the Holy of Holies, 
i.e., the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara asks: However, if it is so that a non-priest is liable for 
performing a service that is complete on its own that takes place in the 
Sanctuary, one should say that a non-priest who arranges" the loaves 
on the shewbread table should be liable. The Gemara answers: After 
arranging the bread there is still the arranging of the vessels of frank- 
incense on the table that remains to be done, so the arrangement of the 
bread is not a service that is complete on its own. The Gemara asks: If 
so, anon-priest who arranges the vessels of frankincense on the table 
should be liable. The Gemara rejects this: After arranging the vessels, 
there is still the removal of these vessels and the burning of their 
frankincense on the altar that remain to be done; therefore, arranging 
the vessels is not considered a service that is complete on its own. 


NOTES 


However if it is so, a non-priest who arranges, etc. - 
“DV IPD WN AAA Kby: The implication of the words: 

If that is so, is that the questions that follow are some- 
how prompted by what the Gemara has just said, i.e., 
Rava's statement that a non-priest would not be liable for 
performing a service involving removal in the Sanctuary. 
One explanation given is that prior to Rava’s statement, it 
was thought that there is no liability for any services per- 
formed in the Sanctuary, with the exception of sprinkling, 
which the Gemara mentioned explicitly earlier. Once Rava 

discussed services of removal in the Sanctuary, it became 
clear that there can indeed be liability for services per- 
formed in the Sanctuary. The Gemara therefore raises 
these questions pertaining to various actions that take 
place in the Sanctuary (Meʻil Shmuel). 
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LANGUAGE 
Chips [alita] - xph: Apparently from the same origin as 
the Hebrew word alya, meaning tail. The alita are so called 
because they are like the tail end of a larger piece of wood. 


| HALAKHA |= —— 
Arrangement of two logs — oxy 13 938 119: A non- 
priest who arranges the two logs on the altar is liable to 
be punished by death at the hand of God, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:5). 
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The Gemara asks further with regard to the notion that a non-priest 
is liable for performing a service that is complete on its own that takes 
place in the Sanctuary: Ifso, anon-priest who arranges the lamps of 
the candelabrum should be liable. The Gemara rejects this: There 
is still the placing of the wicks in the lamps that remains to be done, 
so arranging the lamps is not considered a service that is complete 
on its own. The Gemara asks: If so, a non-priest who placed a wick 
in the candelabrum’s lamps should be liable. The Gemara answers: 
That too is not a service that is complete on its own, as there is still 
the necessity of placing the oil. 


The Gemara asks: If so, a non-priest who placed the oil should be 
liable. The Gemara answers: That too is not a service that is complete 
on its own, as there is still the service of lighting that needs to be done. 
The Gemara asks: If so, if a non-priest who lit the lamps should be 
liable. The Gemara answers: Lighting the lamps is not considered a 
bona fide Temple service, since in doing so nothing is done to the 
candelabrum itself. 


The Gemara asks: And is kindling a fire really not considered a Tem- 
ple service? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that it is written: “And 
the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire upon the altar and lay out 
wood in order upon the fire” (Leviticus 1:7), which teaches that the 
kindling of chips [alita]' added to keep the altar’s fire going must be 
performed only by a proper priest and that he must be wearing the 
priestly garments? This shows that kindling is considered a service. 
The Gemara answers: Kindling the chips is a bona fide service," but 
lighting the candelabrum is not a bona fide service." 


The Gemara further asks: However, if it is so that a non-priest is liable 
for performing any service involving placing, as established above, a 
non-priest who set up the arrangement of wood on the altar should 
be liable, since that is a service involving placing. The Gemara an- 
swers: There is still the mitzva of the arrangement of two logs" on 
the altar that remains to be done, so that setting up the arrangement 
of wood is nota service that is complete on its own. The Gemara asks: 
If so, a non-priest who arranged the two logs should be liable. The 
Gemara answers: There is still the arrangement of limbs of offerings 
on the fire that remains to be done, so placing the two logs is also not 
considered a service that is complete on its own. 


NOTES © 


Kindling the chips is a bona fide service - niay xp org nny the death penalty for performing them, as explained in the 


xt: The distinction between lighting the candelabrum and kin- 
dling the chips is not clear. An alternative version of Rashi, which 
does not appear here but is cited by Ritva and Tosafot Yeshanim, 
explains that kindling the chips is considered a service because 
of the effort involved in lighting thick chips of wood until they 
catch fire. Lighting the candelabrum, on the other hand, requires 
no effort at all; it lights as soon as the fire touches the wick. The 
author of the Me'iri makes a different distinction: Lighting the 
candelabrum is not a service for which a non-priest would be 
liable, because it does not involve any giving, i.e., placing, on the 
candelabrum, which is a requirement for liability, as discussed 
earlier. The wood chips, on the other hand, are placed on the 
altar itself and therefore involve giving. 


Lighting the candelabrum is not a bona fide service - Biran 
K TTiay wd: : The Rambam (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
9:7) rules i in accordance with this statement and states that it is 
therefore permitted for a non-priest to kindle the candelabrum 
(see also Ra'avad, who only partially disagrees). However, practi- 
cally speaking, since the candelabrum is inside the Sanctuary, 
where it is prohibited for non-priests to enter, the lighting would 
normally be done by a priest (Even Shlomo). This assertion is 
surprising, however, as several times the Torah refers to the light- 
ing of the candelabrum as a priest's service (Tosafot Yeshanim), 
a point supported by midrashim. One commentary suggests 
that the candelabrum service that the Torah relates to priests is 
referring to clearing out the used wicks and oil and preparing 
the lamps for kindling. It would be prohibited, then, for non- 
priests to perform these acts, although they would not incur 


Gemara here. The kindling, however, is not considered a priestly 
task at all (Li Lishua). 


Priest lighting the candelabrum 
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The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav Asi say that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: A non-priest who arranged the two pieces of wood is 
liable?" This shows that placing the two logs is a complete service 
and contradicts Rav’s statement that a non-priest is liable only if 
he performs the four services that he mentioned above. The Ge- 
mara answers: Indeed, Rav and Rabbi Yohanan disagree on this 
point. One Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that the placement of the 
two logs is a service that is complete on its own, as the arrange- 
ment of limbs that follows is not considered a continuation of the 
setting up of the wood; and one Sage, Rav, holds that the place- 
ment of the two logs is not considered a service that is complete 
on its own, since it is followed by the arrangement of the limbs 
on the wood. 


The Gemara returns to the disagreement between Rav and Levi 
and notes: It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav, and it was taught in a second baraita in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Levi. It was taught in a baraita in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav: These are the services 
for which a non-priest who performs them is liable to receive 
the penalty of death by God’s hand: One who performs the sprin- 
Kling of blood, whether inside the Sanctuary; on the golden 
altar or at the veil; or inside the innermost chamber, the Holy 
of Holies, on Yom Kippur; or outside on the main altar; and 
one who sprinkles blood in the case of a bird sin-offering; and 
one who squeezes the blood ofa bird burnt-offering on the wall 
of the altar or burns the bird on the altar; and one who pours 
out three log of water on the altar for the Sukkot water libation 
or three log of wine on the altar for an ordinary libation. The 
removal of ashes from the altar is not listed here. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Levi: 
These are the services for which a non-priest who performs them 
is liable to receive the penalty of death by God’s hand: One who 
removes the ashes from the altar; one who performs the seven 
sprinklings that are performed inside the Sanctuary or the sprin- 
klings of the leper; and one who raises up an offering onto the 
altar, whether it is a proper offering or a disqualified one. In this 
baraita, the removal of ashes is listed. 


§ The Gemara returns to its interpretation of the mishna. The 
mishna states that there were four lotteries held in the Temple 
every day. One of the Sages asked: Why did the Temple authori- 
ties hold lotteries? Before answering the question, the Gemara 
expresses astonishment at the question itself: Why did they hold 
lotteries? The reason is as we said clearly in the mishna: To pre- 
vent quarrels among the priests. The Gemara explains: Rather, 
this is the meaning of the question: Why did they assemble all 
the priests together and hold a lottery, and once again gather 
them together to hold another lottery, four times, when the 
priests could be gathered one time and all the necessary lotteries 
held at that time? 


Rabbi Yohanan said: It was done this way in order to create a 
commotion throughout the Temple courtyard, as the priests 
would converge from all over to assemble there, as it is stated: 
“We took sweet counsel together, in the House of God we 
walked with the throng” (Psalms 55:15). This verse teaches that 
it is proper to stir up a commotion and to cause public excitement 
in the course of the Temple services and the preliminary steps 
leading up to them, such as the assignment of tasks to the priests. 


The Gemara asks: With what garments were the priests clothed 
when they held the lottery?" Rav Nahman said: The priests were 
clothed in their own non-sacred garments. And Rav Sheshet 
said: The priests were dressed in the priestly sacred garments. 


NOTES 


But didn’t Rav Asi say that Rabbi Yohanan said: A non-priest 
who arranged the two pieces of wood is liable — 12% X71 
DOM YY VW TPDH tM D7 WN OK I1: This question 
is somewhat puzzling, as the Gemara here is explaining the 
opinion of Rav and Levi. Why, then, is it considered a difficulty 
or them that Rabbi Yohanan held differently? One answer to 
his question is that at first the Gemara assumed that Rabbi 
Yohanan's position was universally accepted, which is in fact 
he implication in the Jerusalem Talmud. The Gemara there- 
ore goes on to explain that in fact Rav disagreed with Rabbi 
Yohanan (Siah Yitzhak). Another explanation is that the Gemara 
assumed that everyone agrees with Rabbi Yohanan'’s assertion 
hat placing the two logs constitutes a service that is complete 
in itself, but it was aware all along that Rav disagreed with 
Rabbi Yohanan’s imposition of the death penalty for some other 
reason. Therefore, the Gemara goes on to elaborate that in fact 
he point of disagreement between Rabbi Yohanan and Rav is 
exactly this point of whether or not the placing of the two logs 
constitutes a service that is complete on its own. 


HALAKHA 


With what garments were the priests clothed when they 
held the lottery - ppan wna Dya: During the lottery the 
priests wore their priestly garments (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:1). The Rambam rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Sheshet because of the principle that 
the halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Sheshet in his debates with Rav Nahman (Lehem Mishne). 
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HALAKHA 

They gave the priests over to the attendants, etc. - 
^3) pand ppn: After the lottery the winners would set 
out to perform the day’s service. Attendants took the 

clothes off the other priests, leaving them in trousers, at 
which point they put on their non-sacred clothes before 

removing the sacred trousers and putting all the clothes 

back in their place. This ruling is in accordance with the 

mishna and Rav Sheshet's interpretation of it (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:2). 
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The Gemara explains the two approaches. Rav Nahman said: 
The priests were dressed in non-sacred garments, because if 
you say the lottery was to be held when they were dressed in 

their sacred garments, there are strong-armed men who might 
act with force and perform the service even if they did notwin 

the lottery. Since they were already wearing the sacred garments, 
they would simply force their way into performing the service. 
Rav Sheshet said: They were wearing the sacred garments, as, 
if you say they wore their non-sacred garments, due to the fact 
that the service was so beloved to them, in their excitement over 
having been granted the privilege to perform the service, it may 

happen that they would perform the service immediately, for- 
getting to don their sacred garments, thereby disqualifying the 

service. 


Rav Nahman said: From where do I state my opinion? As we 
learned in a mishna: After the lottery they gave the priests over 
to the attendants," and they would take their clothes off them 
and they would leave only their trousers on them. 


What, is this not talking about those priests who won the lot- 
tery, describing how their non-sacred garments were removed 
from them before they were dressed in the priestly garments? 
Rav Huna bar Yehuda said that Rav Sheshet said, rejecting that 
interpretation: No, it is possible to explain that all the priests at 
the lottery were wearing sacred garments and that, on the con- 
trary, the mishna speaks about those priests who did not win 
the lottery. The text describes how the sacred garments they 
wore during the lottery were removed from them. 


The Gemara supports this latter interpretation: So too, it is 
reasonable to follow Rav Sheshet’s interpretation of the mishna. 
As, if it were to enter your mind to say that the mishna is deal- 
ing with those who won the lottery and describes how their 
non-sacred garments were removed and sacred garments put on, 
how would one understand the statement: They would leave 
only their trousers on them? One would have to explain that 
the priests subsequently donned the sacred clothes on top of the 
non-sacred trousers; then they would remove the non-sacred 
trousers and replace them with the sacred trousers. But wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that nothing 
should precede the trousers when the priest dresses? The 
verse states: “And he shall have linen trousers upon his flesh” 
(Leviticus 16:4)? However, according to the proposed inter- 
pretation of the mishna, the priests donned the other sacred 
garments and put on the trousers after them. 


The Gemara asks: And how would the other one, Rav Nahman, 
resolve this difficulty? He would respond that this is not diffi- 
cult, as this is what the mishna is teaching: While the non- 
sacred garments are still on them they put the sacred trousers 
on them, and then they remove from them the non-sacred 
clothes, and they left them wearing only the sacred trousers. 
Therefore, it is possible to interpret the mishna either way. 
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Rav Sheshet said: From where do I say that the priests wore 

sacred garments when the lottery was held? As it was taught in 

a baraita: The Chamber of Hewn Stone was built in the style 

of a large basilica [ basileki];' the lottery is held in the east of 
the chamber, and an Elder of the court sits in its west" to pro- 
vide instruction and adjudicate any doubtful cases. And the 

priests stand ina circle in the shape of a bracelet [bekholyar],! 
and the appointed priest comes and removes the mitre from 
the head of one of them, and everyone thereby knew that the 

count began from him. And if it were to enter your mind to 

say that the priests wore non-sacred garments during the lot- 
tery, is there such a thing as a mitre among one’s non-sacred 
garments? This shows that the priests were wearing their sacred 
garments when the lottery took place. 


The Gemara rejects this reasoning: Yes, indeed, there is such a 
thing as a mitre that one wears as non-sacred apparel, as Rav 
Yehuda, and some say it was Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda, taught:" 
A priest whose mother made a tunic for him, to show her love 
for her son and her love for mitzvot, may perform an individ- 
ual service with it on, but not communal services. Therefore, it 
is possible that the priests had non-sacred mitres in the style of 
the sacred mitres, just as they sometimes had non-sacred tunics. 


Apropos the baraita that was just cited, Abaye said: Conclude 
from this baraita that the Chamber of Hewn Stone" was built 
halfin the sacred area, within the consecrated Temple grounds, 
and half in the non-sacred part of the Temple grounds. And 
conclude from it as well that the chamber had two doorways, 
one that opened to the sacred area of the Temple and one that 
opened to the non-sacred area. Abaye explains these infer- 
ences: As, were it to enter your mind that the Chamber of 
Hewn Stone stood entirely in the sacred area, how could one 
say that an Elder sat in its west? Didn’t the Master say: There 
is no sitting allowed in the Temple courtyard except for kings 
of the house of David" alone? The Elder must therefore have 
been sitting in an area external to the Temple courtyard area. 


NOTES 


An Elder of the court sits in its west — Ma waa AW 1p: 
From the words of the Rambam it appears that there was no 
particular Elder sitting on the west side of the chamber; rather, 
he intention is to state that the western part of the Chamber 
of Hewn Stone was the area where the Elders of the Sanhe- 
drin convened. These Elders did not participate in the lottery; 
hey are mentioned here only to teach that this was the chief 
unction of the Chamber of Hewn Stone (see Siah Yitzhak). The 
author of the Me'iri, on the other hand, maintains that there 
was a particular Sage stationed there, and that this individual 
played a role in the lottery process, as he chose the random 
number used in the count. The appointed priest, however, 
would decide with which priest the count would begin. 


As Rav Yehuda...taught — 17 31 2: It is understood 
from this baraita that some priests had clothes that were 


not full-fledged sacred priestly garments but could be used 
for the sacrifice of individual offerings. These are the gar- 
ments that Rav Nahman referred to when he said that the 
priests wore non-sacred garments for the lottery. Another 
view, however, is that Rav Nahman was referring to garments 
that were completely non-sacred, which fully resembled the 
priestly sacred garments. The priests would wear these gar- 
ments in order to be accustomed to their identical sacred 
clothing (Siah Yitzhak). 


There is no sitting allowed in the courtyard except for kings 
of the house of David - 11 m2 392b hes a MU py: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud another opinion is cited that even 
the kings of the House of David were not permitted to sit in 
the Temple courtyard. 


—————————___ LANGUAGE 

Basilica [basileki] - Da: From the Greek Baothucn, basilikè, 
meaning a large royal building. The basilikè had a unique design: 
It was built upon rows of columns. The central part of the build- 
ing had a higher roof than the rest, to allow sunlight to stream 
in between the two levels. 


Ruins of a basilica in Khoms, Libya, dating back to the i century 


Bracelet [bekholyar] - - wing: The proper reading of the sec- 
ond word appears to be kokhliyar, from the Greek KoxAtdptov, 
kokhliarion, meaning a spiral, snail-like shape. Accordingly, the 
priests did not stand in a perfect circle but in a spiral to make 
it difficult for anyone to calculate where the count would end. 


Spiral snail shells 


— HALAKHA § —————————- 
The Chamber of Hewn Stone — ma naw: The Chamber of 
Hewn Stone was built half in the sacred area of the Temple and 
half in the non-sacred area. It had two doorways, one opening 
into the sacred area and one opening into the non-sacred area. 
The non-sacred part of the chamber was the seat of the Sanhe- 
drin. This is in accordance with Abaye's statement in the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:17). 
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HALAKHA 


The sanctity of the chambers - niwy nep: In 
the case of chambers that were built in the Rampart, a 
stepped embankment surrounding the Temple, if their 
sole doorway opened to the sacred area of the courtyard, 
their entire interior was considered sacred. Conversely, in 
the case of chambers that were built in the sacred area, 
if they opened solely into a non-sacred area, their inte- 
riors were considered non-sacred (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:7-8). 


The second lottery - swn D»an: The second lottery in 
the Temple was held in order to apportion the tasks of the 
morning service: Slaughtering the daily morning burnt- 
offering; sprinkling the blood; removing the ashes from 
the inner altar and the candelabrum; and bringing up the 
limbs of the animal, along with its attendant meal offering 
and wine libation, to the altar’s ramp. In total, thirteen 
priests won the privilege to serve based on this lottery, 
and the sequence of their actions is as listed in the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:6). 


NOTES 
Who slaughters...and who removes the ashes - 172 
tema 1a.: Even though in practice the clearing of 
the ashes preceded the slaughtering of the daily offer- 
ing, the latter is listed first, since it is the most important 
service of the day (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


The limbs of the daily offering — tam a6: The daily 
offering is a burnt-offering, and as such it was cut into 
large pieces that were brought up to the altar for burn- 
ing. The details of this facet of the service, such as how 
the animal was cut up, which parts of the animal went 
with which parts, e.g., that the hooves were brought up 
together with the intestines, and how the priests held the 
parts as they ascended to the altar, are not explained in 
detail in the Gemara here but in tractate Tamid, which is 
devoted to such matters. 


Priests bringing the limbs to the altar 
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And if it were to enter your mind to say the opposite, that the 

chamber stood entirely in the non-sacred area, how could the lot- 
tery be held in the east? Aren’t we required to fulfill the verse: “In 

the House of God we walked with the throng” (Psalms 55:15), 
from where it was derived earlier that it is desirable that the lotteries 

cause a commotion in the House of God, i.e., in the sacred area of 
the Temple? If the lottery were held in a non-sacred area, there 

would not be a fulfillment of this verse. Rather, one must conclude 

from this baraita that the chamber was situated half in the sacred 

area of the Temple and half in the non-sacred area. 


Abaye continues: And were it to enter your mind that the chamber 
had just one doorway, which opened to the sacred area, how could 
the Elder sit in its west? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: Chambers 
that are built in the non-sacred area of the Temple Mount, but that 
open up into the sacred area, their interior is considered entirely 
sacred, despite the fact that they also occupy land outside the sacred 
area?" And if, on the other hand, it were to enter your mind that 
the chamber had just one doorway, which opened to the non- 
sacred area, how could the lottery be held in its east? Didn’t we 
learn in a mishna: With regard to chambers that are built in the 
sacred area but which open up into the non-sacred area, the space 
within them is considered entirely non-sacred, despite the cham- 
bers’ location on sacred territory. Rather, isn’t it correct to con- 
clude from this that the Chamber of Hewn Stone had two door- 
ways, one that opened up into the sacred area and one that 
opened into the non-sacred area? 


MI S H N A The second lottery" conducted daily among 


the priests determines the following: Who 
slaughters the daily morning offering, who sprinkles its blood, 
who removes the ashes from the inner altar, and who removes 
the ashes" and burnt wicks from the candelabrum, and who takes 
the limbs of the daily offering" up to the ramp to be burned later. 


This is how the limbs were divided before taking them up to the 

altar: The head and the right leg were carried by one priest, and the 

two forelegs were carried by a second priest. The tail, including the 

lower vertebrae of the spinal column and the fat tail, and the left leg 

were carried by a third priest. And the breast and the throat and 

some of the inner organs attached to it were carried by a fourth 

priest. And the two flanks were taken by a fifth priest, and the in- 
testines by a sixth priest. And the fine flour of the meal-offering 

accompanying the daily offering was carried by a seventh priest. 
And the High Priest’s daily griddle-cake offering was carried by an 

eighth priest, and the wine for libation was carried by a ninth priest. 
Altogether thirteen priests prevailed in this lottery: Nine priests 

who carried the daily offering and its accompanying elements, and 

four who performed the slaughter, sprinkling, and removal of ashes 

from the inner altar and the candelabrum. 


Ben Azzai said before Rabbi Akiva in the name of Rabbi 
Yehoshua: That was not the sequence of taking the limbs up to the 
ramp; rather, the order in which it was sacrificed was according to 
the way it walks when alive, as will be explained in the Gemara. 


G E M ARA“4 dilemma was raised before the Sages: 


When the priests performed the lottery, 
did they perform a lottery for just one service, such as the slaugh- 
tering, and the other twelve tasks were divided among the priests 
adjacent to the chosen one; or perhaps they performed a separate 
lottery for each and every service of the thirteen acts listed? The 
Gemara answers: Come and hear a proof from that which was 
taught in the mishna: There were four lotteries there. And if it 
were to enter your mind that they performed a lottery for each 
and every service separately, there would be many more than four 
lotteries. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: That is not a conclusive 
proof, because one could argue that this is what the mishna is 
saying: The priests gathered four times for a lottery, but each 
gathering involved many lotteries for many individual services. 
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Come and hear a proof from a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says: When 
the third lottery was held to determine who would perform the burn- 
ing of the incense, there was no separate lottery held for carrying 
the coal pan, although a second priest was required to rake up coals 
from the outer altar, carry them in a coal pan, and put them on the 
inner altar, where the priest assigned the task of burning the incense 
would then place the incense onto the coals. Rather, the priest who 
won the privilege of the incense said to the one who was next to 
him: Be privileged along with me with the task of carrying the coal 
pan. This shows that each individual service did not have its own 
lottery; rather, the other priests adjacent to the winner of the lottery 
were automatically chosen for the ancillary tasks. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: The tasks of carrying the coal pan and 
burning the incense are different, because together they are con- 
sidered as a single service, so that a single lottery determined the 
participants for the two tasks. 


There are those who say that this baraita was brought to derive the 
opposite conclusion: It was specifically concerning the case of car- 
rying the coal pan and burning the incense, which are considered 
as two parts of one and the same service, that Rabbi Yehuda said one 
lottery can be used to assign the two tasks. However, the implication 
is that other services, which are not interrelated in this manner, re- 
quire a lottery for each and every separate task. If Rabbi Yehuda had 
meant this to be a general principle, why did he mention the specific 
example of the coal pan and the incense? 


This argument is rejected: That is not a proof that other services re- 
quire their own lotteries. The reason Rabbi Yehuda mentioned this 
specific example is that it was necessary for him to teach explicitly 
that the coal pan and the burning of the incense do not have separate 
lotteries but a single, combined lottery. It might have entered your 
mind to say that since the burning of incense is infrequent, being 
performed only twice a day, unlike other offerings, which may be 
donated by private individuals and brought many times a day, and 
also since it brings about wealth for whoever performs it, as the 
Gemara teaches later, we should institute a separate lottery for 
bringing in the coal pan itself, as many priests wished to perform this 
task. Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda teaches us that despite this, the bring- 
ing in of the coal pan does not have its own lottery. Consequently, 
there is no proof either way from this baraita. 


Come and hear a proof from what Rabbi Hiyya taught explicitly in 
a baraita: A lottery is not held for each individual service; rather, 
beginning with the priest who won the lottery of the daily offering, 
twelve of his fellow priests, those standing next to him, are drawn 
in along with him™ to perform the other acts of the daily offering. 
The Gemara concludes: Learn from this that it is so. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: The second lottery determines who 
slaughters, who sprinkles the blood, etc. The task of collecting the 
blood in a vessel, which is between slaughtering and sprinkling, is 
not mentioned. Therefore, it must be assumed that either the priest 
who slaughtered or the priest who sprinkled the blood was assigned 
this task as well. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Who col- 
lects the blood?" Is it the one who slaughters the offering who also 
collects the blood? The reason to support this conclusion is that if 
you say that the one who sprinkles the blood is the one who collects 
it, a situation might arise in which, due to his enthusiasm and his 
love for the mitzva of sprinkling, a service that is considered more 
important than collecting because it directly involves the altar, the 
priest might not collect all the blood" as the halakha requires but 
would hurry to go on and sprinkle it after he has collected only some 
of the blood. 


NOTES 


Twelve of his fellow priests are drawn in along with him — 
jay PIW DITT VIN Wy ow: In the Jerusalem Talmud 
the question is raised as to whether the twelve priests are 
chosen from those who had already been counted in the 
course of the lottery, or from those who had not yet been 
counted. It is concluded that the twelve who serve are those 
who had already been counted, regardless of whether the 
lottery had proceeded from the right or from the left. 


Who collects the blood bapa +: The commentaries point 
out that the Gemara might have posed an additional ques- 
tion: Who carries the blood to the altar for sprinkling? After 
all, carrying the blood is a sacred service and requires a priest 
no less than the collection of the blood; and carrying, like 
collection, is not mentioned in the mishna. Some answer that 
the assumption is that the priest who sprinkles the blood 
also carries it for that purpose, as it would be unfair for one 
priest to be given three tasks, i.e., slaughtering, collecting, 
and carrying, while the next priest would have only the job 
of sprinkling the blood (Gevurat Ari). Others suggest that the 
assumption is that whichever priest is holding the vessel 
after he collects the blood continues to carry it to the altar 
(Zikhron Sheerit Yosef). 


Due to his love for the mitzva of sprinkling, the priest 
might not collect all the blood - mh Sapn x PIPININ: 
The question is raised: Why is there no similar concern that 
one who is slaughtering might not complete the slaughter 
properly because he is anxious to perform the mitzva of 
collecting the blood? The answer given is that cutting short 
the slaughtering process will only lessen the efficacy of the 
mitzva of blood collection, as a lesser amount of blood will 
flow out as a result. On the other hand, when a priest is as- 
signed the two tasks of collecting the blood and sprinkling 
it, there is concern that he might cut the collection process 
short, as the sprinkling can be done with less blood just as 
well as with more blood. Therefore, we are concerned lest 
he cut short the collection in order to go on to the more 
important task of sprinkling (Siah Yitzhak). 


HALAKHA 

His fellow priests are drawn in along with him - Ypy 

iay pawa wan: When a priest wins the lottery, those 

priests standing next to him are privileged with the other 

services associated with that lottery (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:6). 

1347’ P3- PEREK II: 25B 
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BACKGROUND 
Twelve spigots — 13 Wy Ow: On the left side of this render- 
ing is the laver, which had twelve spigots. 


Laver 


HALAKHA 


The one who sprinkles collects the blood -bapa ptit: The 
priest who wins the privilege of sprinkling the blood of the 
daily offering also collects the blood and carries it to the altar, 
where he sprinkles it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 4:6). 


11 PEREKI: 25B: mAT p9 


mins xt bape prit KIP ix 
aonga pot - bapa priv 


Ty DW TYY pep 12 VRV XA 
VIY WY DI PPW TD WE TI 
POI PANS ppo Dayan 

DDN Naa Pon Py 


1D2N APR OND TVA NPB) 
PAPA PAPA yaw KY KYY PNI 
Fyn yaw 


317 NSTI APY’ WMS 3772 aE 
DOW DW PIN NI BX AS PW 
ye pint D sa apart apy 

AP 


ARP D209 NY 72 g” 
VKI aA TTT WD ALA 
OD AN TPN MNT aN 
rH 937 INN VAT MT Ew 
ID Dp MT WOT TT WINK 
VRIT AM wey Pios JI 
DRT WA NST NL A 

man TNT 


TT IMD TITIN MDPY D1 
an ex imm q yD Ip 
PIOTTA TINT ON 
ie yan pwan Sam ypym 
aby tes aap rea obey qa 
TAM MIND Dyn xT 

DPD AW MN yp MTT 


Or perhaps one should draw the opposite conclusion, that it is 
the one who sprinkles that collects the blood, as, if you say that 
the one who slaughters is the one who collects, this principle 
could not be universally applied, as sometimes a non-priest 
slaughters the offering. Slaughtering offerings is not a sacred 
service and may be performed by anyone, unlike the collection 
of the blood, which is performed by a priest. In those cases when 
a non-priest slaughtered the daily offering, he would not be able 
to collect the blood. 


The Gemara cites a source as evidence for one side of the argu- 
ment: Come and hear from that which was taught in a mishna: 
Ben Katin made twelve spigots® for the large laver to replace the 
original two spouts that were there, so that his twelve fellow 
priests who were engaged in the sacrifice of the daily offering 
could all sanctify their hands and feet at one time. Although 
there are thirteen participants listed in the mishna, the slaugh- 
terer of the offering was not required to sanctify his hands and 
feet because, as mentioned above, slaughtering is not a sacred 
service. Therefore, only twelve spigots were needed. 


And if it should enter your mind to say that the one who slaugh- 
ters is the one who collects the blood, then there are sometimes 

thirteen participants, so thirteen spigots should be needed. On 

those occasions when a non-priest slaughtered the daily offering, 
an extra priest would be required to come and collect its blood. 
Since the collection of blood is a sacred service, it too requires 

sanctification of the hands and feet. Rather, since there were only 
twelve spigots, isn’t it correct to conclude from this that it is the 

one who sprinkles, and not the one who slaughters, who collects 

the blood?” The Gemara concludes: Conclude from this that it 

is So. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: We too have learned a 

support for this conclusion in a mishna that gives the sequence 

of the services for the daily offering: The slaughterer of the offer- 
ing slaughtered, the collector ofits blood collected, and he then 

comes to sprinkle the blood. The wording indicates that the one 

who collects the blood is also the one who subsequently sprinkles 

it. The Gemara concludes: Conclude from this that it is so. 


§ The mishna states that ben Azzai said before Rabbi Akiva in 
the name of Rabbi Yehoshua that the sequence for carrying up 
the animal’s limbs was based on the way it walks when alive, mean- 
ing that its front parts are taken up first. The Sages taught in the 
Tosefta: In what manner is the animal brought up according to 
the way it walks? It is in this manner: The head and the right hind 
leg are brought up first. The other parts follow this sequence: The 
breast and the neck, and then the two forelegs, and then the 
two flanks, then the tail and the left hind leg. Rabbi Yosei says: 
It was sacrificed according to the way it was skinned. In what 
manner is the animal brought up according to the way it was 
skinned? It is in this manner: The head and the right leg are 
brought first, then the tail and the left leg together, then the two 
flanks, and then the two forelegs, then the breast and the neck. 


Rabbi Akiva says: It was sacrificed according to the way it was 
cut up into limbs after the skinning. In what manner is the animal 
brought up according to the way it was cut up? It is in this man- 
ner: The head and the right leg first, and then the two forelegs, 
then the breast and the neck, and then the two flanks, and then 
the tail and the left leg. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: It was sacri- 
ficed according to the quality of its various sections, so that the 
best pieces were taken up first. In what manner is the animal 
brought up according to the quality of the pieces? It is in this 
manner: The head and the right leg, then the breast and the 
neck, and then the two flanks, then the tail and the left leg, and 
then the two forelegs. 
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The Gemara poses a question with regard to Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili’s position: But isn’t it written: “Every good piece, the 
thigh and the shoulder” (Ezekiel 24:4), indicating that these are 
the best cuts of the animal? Why doesn’t Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
say that these are offered first (Rabbeinu Hananel)? The Gemara 
answers: That verse is speaking of a lean sheep, whose thigh and 
shoulder are indeed the best pieces. However, in the sheep 
brought for the daily offering, which were of the finest quality, 
there were other parts that were of higher quality. 


The Gemara explains the reason behind the order of the pieces in 

the mishna. Rava said: Both the tanna of our mishna and Rabbi 

Yosei HaGelili agree" that we follow the relative quality of the 

meat in the various pieces. The difference in opinion between 

them is that one Sage, the tanna of this mishna, follows the limb, 
i.e., the amount, of the meat; the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei, follows 

the fattiness of the meat. 


The Gemara asks: According to all opinions, what is the reason 
that the right leg goes up to the altar together with the head? 
What is the connection between these two pieces? The Gemara 
explains: Because the head has much bone in it, the leg is 
offered with it." 


The Gemara asks further: Although the Sages disagree as to the 
order of bringing up the various pieces, at any rate everyone 
agrees that the head is sacrificed first. From where do we derive 
this? As it was taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that 
when sacrificing an animal the head and the fat precede all the 
other limbs? The verse states: “And he shall cut it up into its 
pieces and its head and its fat, and the priest shall arrange them 
on the wood that is on the fire upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:12). The 
Gemara asks: And the other mention of fat" before this, where 
the verse states: “The pieces, the head and the fat” (Leviticus 1:8), 


what does that come to teach us? The Gemara explains: As it was 
taught in a baraita: In what manner would the priest placing the 
pieces on the altar do so? He would place the fat right over the 
place of slaughter," that is, on the cut neck, and bring it up that 
way, and that is the most respectful way toward the Most High, 
that the bloody point of slaughter not be exposed. 


MI S HNA Before the third lottery," the appointee 


declared: Let only those priests who are 
new to offering the incense come and participate in the lottery 
for the incense. The fourth lottery" was open to those new to the 
service along with those old hands who had already performed 
it, to determine who would take the limbs up from the ramp," 
where they had been placed earlier, to the altar. 


GEMARA“ Sage taught in the Tosefta: No person 


ever performed the service of the in- 
cense twice, as a new priest was always found for this service. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason that they were insistent that no 
priest should be assigned this task more than once in his life? 
Rabbi Hanina said: It is because it brings wealth to the one who 
performs it. Since bringing the incense was a blessing for wealth, 
it was decided that as many different priests as possible should 
have an opportunity to do this service. 


NOTES 

Both the tanna of our mishna and Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
agree = *D¥ 937 p [PT KIN pra: The Gemara was compelled 
to say this because the baraita cites several opinions that 
disagree with the tanna of this mishna, and it provides ex- 
planations for all the approaches except for that of the tanna 
of this mishna. Consequently, Rava explains that the tanna 
here agrees in principle with Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, and they 
disagree only with regard to the technical application of that 
principle (Ritva). 


Because the head has much bone in it, the leg is offered 
with it - PIa bn Kay, niaxy vI wD) Nort own: Rashi 
(Tamid 31b) and others write that since ‘the head is mostly 
bone and the leg is mostly meat, the two pieces complement 
each other. Others explain that the head is full of bones, as 
is the leg, which is why they should be sacrificed together 
(Meri; Rabbi Meir Arik, Tal Torah). 

In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that according 
to ben Azzai, who maintains that the animal is brought up 
the way it walks when it is alive, the head and right leg are 
brought up first because when an animal walks, it first ex- 
tends its head forward and then moves its leg. 


And the other mention of fat — x21 779 J7K1: Even 
though the term head is mentioned again in that verse as 
well, the Gemara does not ask about its purpose, since it is 
used elsewhere in the Gemara (Hullin 27a) to derive a halakha 
with regard to the flaying of the animal (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 
He would place the fat right over the place of slaughter — 
TomT MAN VISA Mx pia: When the head of the sacrificial 
animal is carried to the ramp, it is held with its cut throat 
facing up and covered with the fat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:11). 


The third lottery - whyn p57: For the third lottery the 
appointee says to the members of the priestly family serving 
on that day: Whoever has never burned the incense should 
come and participate in the lottery (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:7). 


The fourth lottery — 99923777 57: The fourth lottery includes 
all the members of the priestly family serving on that day and 
determines which individuals will merit the right to carry the 
animal's limbs up the ramp to the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:8). 


NOTES 


Who would take the limbs up from the ramp — myn ” 
Wadi ja OAK: The early commentaries debate this point. 
According to Rashi and Tosafot, it appears that a single priest 
carried all the limbs up the ramp to the altar. However, the 
Ritva and others are of the opinion that six priests won the 
privilege of performing the service of carrying the limbs up to 
the altar, just as six priests carried them to the ramp. 
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NOTES 


Also make the same assertion concerning a burnt-offer- 
ing - 73 mhiy: According to Tosafot Yeshanim, it is possible 
that only the combination of both actions, burning the 
incense and performing the sacrifice of the burnt-offering, 
would cause the priest to become wealthy (Hatam Sofer). 


This is frequent and that is infrequent - Km) KPV KT 
xmaU xb: Rashi explains that burnt- offerings, since ‘they 
may be offered by a private individual, are offered frequently, 
and it is not logical to say that all the priests involved in this 
offering would attain wealth. The Ritva, however, writes that 
besides the issue of wealth, there is a reason that both the 
burning of the incense and the sacrifice of a burnt-offering 
should be performed by new priests: Since both of these are 
burnt completely on an altar, they are considered to be of 
superlative importance. They should therefore be brought by 
new priests, full of excitement and alacrity, who have not yet 
become jaded by having performed the service many times. 
The Gemara’s answer is that because there are so many burnt- 
offerings, it would not be possible to limit the service only to 
new priests as it is with the once-a-day incense. 


A young Torah scholar who gives halakhic instruction - 
nint paw NAY: Early and later commentaries alike point 
out that many sources indicate that there were indeed teach- 
ers of Torah from other tribes, particularly from Judah. Most 
of the solutions given suggest that Rava's statement was not 
meant exclusively, and that there were of course individuals of 
other tribes who became teachers, either due to their superb 

personal traits, such as modesty, or because of their posi- 
tions of leadership, as kings and the heads of the Sanhedrin 

were from Judah (see Mikhtav MiHizkiyahu). Some say Rava's 

emphasis is on the fact that specifically young scholars come 

from Levi and Issachar (Binyan Ariel). Yet another approach 

states that representatives of other tribes taught as members 

of courts, but not on their own (Yefe Toar). 


HALAKHA 

They did not hold a separate lottery for the daily after- 
noon offering - maa pa bw wan by poran prs: There 
is no separate lottery held for the daily afternoon offering. 
Rather, the priest who wins a particular privilege for the morn- 
ing offering wins the privilege for the corresponding task in 
the afternoon service. The afternoon incense, however, is 
assigned through a separate lottery (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:8). 
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Rav Pappa said to Abaye: What is the reason for this assertion 
that the one who burns the incense becomes wealthy? If we say 
it is because it is written: “They shall put incense before You 
and whole burnt-offerings on Your altar” (Deuteronomy 33:10), 
and it is written immediately after that: “Bless, O Lord, his 
substance” (Deuteronomy 33:11), if so, we should also make the 
same assertion concerning those who perform the sacrifice of a 
burnt-offering,” since it is written in that same verse: “And 
whole burnt-offerings on Your altar.” 


Abaye said to him: There is a difference between the two: This, 
the sacrifice of a burnt-offering, is frequent, and that, the burning 
of incense, is infrequent." There were many burnt-offerings, both 
obligatory and voluntary, brought during the course of a day, 
whereas the incense was burned only twice a day. It is logical to 
assume that the blessing of riches was not extended to the many 
priests who participated in the burnt-offerings, but to the few 
priests who performed the burning of the incense. 


Apropos this passage in Deuteronomy, Rava said: You do not find 
a young Torah scholar who gives halakhic instruction” unless 
he comes from the tribe of Levi or from the tribe of Issachar. 
The assertion with regard to the tribe of Levi is as it is written: 
“They shall teach Jacob Your ordinances and Israel Your law” 
(Deuteronomy 33:10). And the assertion with regard to the tribe 
of Issachar is as it is written: “And of the children of Issachar, 
men that had understanding of the times, to know what Israel 
should do” (1 Chronicles 12:33). The Gemara asks: And say 
that scholars come from the tribe of Judah also, as it is written: 
“Judah is my lawgiver” (Psalms 60:9). Rava answers: While it is 
true that the tribe of Judah also taught Torah, in my statement I 
was speaking only of those who can draw conclusions according 
to the halakha. Although Judah produces great scholars, men 
capable of translating abstract analysis of the Torah into legal 
principles come from the two tribes mentioned. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan said: They did not hold a separate lottery for 
the slaughtering and sacrifice of the daily afternoon offering." 
Rather, the same priest who won a particular privilege for the 
morning offering wins the privilege for the corresponding task 
in the evening, i.e., for the afternoon service. In this way, the 
morning lottery covered both services. The Gemara raises an 
objection from a baraita: Just as they hold a lottery in the morn- 
ing, so too, they hold a lottery in the afternoon. This shows that 
there was a separate lottery for the daily afternoon offering. The 
Gemara answers: When that baraita was taught, it referred only 
to the incense, which, as stated above, was given to a different 
priest each time it was offered. 


The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Just as they 
hold a lottery for it [lo] in the morning, so too, they hold a 
lottery for it [lo] in the afternoon. The masculine pronoun lo 
indicates that it is not referring to the incense, which is a feminine 
noun in Hebrew, but to the daily afternoon offering, which is 
described by a masculine noun. The Gemara answers: Change the 
wording of the baraita and say: Lah, using the feminine pronoun 
instead of the masculine lo, so that it is indeed referring to the 
incense. 


The Gemara asks further: But wasn’t it taught in another baraita: 
Just as they hold a lottery for it [lo] the morning, so too, they 
hold a lottery for it [lo] in the afternoon; and just as they hold 
a lottery for it [lah] in the morning, so too, they hold a lottery 
for it [lah] in the afternoon. This baraita makes the statement 
twice, once using the masculine pronoun and once using the 
feminine pronoun, which shows that there was a separate lottery 
in the afternoon not only for the incense but also for the daily 
offering. 
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Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak said: There is no contradiction. Here, 
in this last baraita, we are dealing with Shabbat,“ when a second 
lottery in the afternoon was necessary, since the priestly rotations 
are renewed each Shabbat." On Shabbat the outgoing watch of priests 
performs the morning service, and the incoming watch performs the 
afternoon service. Therefore, the same priest could not perform the 
service of both the morning and afternoon offerings, necessitating a 
second lottery on that day to designate priests for the various after- 
noon tasks. 


The Gemara asks: And according to what we thought initially, that 
there was a separate lottery each day for the daily afternoon offering, 
there would be too many lotteries, as the mishna states that there 
were just four lotteries daily. How was it conceivable even to consider 
such a possibility? The Gemara answers: The thought was that all the 
priests would come and assemble just once, in the morning," for 
both lotteries, and the priest who would win the lottery for sacrificing 
the daily morning offering would win that privilege for the morning 
only, and the priest who would win the lottery for sacrificing the 
daily afternoon offering would win the privilege for the afternoon. 


§ The mishna states: The fourth lottery was open to those new to the 
service along with those old hands who had already performed it, to 
determine who would take the limbs up from the ramp to the altar. 
The Gemara states: The mishna is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. As we learned in a mishna in 
tractate Tamid that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: The priest who 
takes the limbs up to the ramp is the one who takes them up from 
the ramp to the altar. In contrast, according to the mishna discussed 
here, it is implied that a different priest won the privilege for the latter 
service in the lottery. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? One Sage, 
the tanna of the mishna discussed here, holds that it is proper to fol- 
low the verse: “In the multitude of people is the king’s glory” (Prov- 
erbs 14:28). It is a glorification of God for many priests to participate 
in the service, so different priests were assigned the task of taking the 
limbs to the ramp, and others were tasked with carrying them up the 
ramp to the altar. And one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, holds that 
it is not proper conduct in the place of the Divine Presence to have 
two sets of priests for these tasks, as it gives the appearance that the 
first set does not want to be bothered to take the limbs up to the altar. 


Rava said: Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who holds that the same priest 
who brought the limbs to the ramp also brought them up to the altar, 
is not of the same opinion as Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that there is 
no separate lottery for the privilege of carrying the coal pan for the 
incense. And conversely, Rabbi Yehuda is not of the same opinion 
as Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. As, if it would be so that these two 
Sages agreed with each other, there would be too few lotteries; there 
would be only three lotteries rather than four. Rather, one must say 
that according to Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, who maintains that there 
was no lottery held for taking the limbs up to the altar, there was a 
fourth lottery to determine who would carry the coal pan; and accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that there was no lottery for 
carrying the coal pan, there must have been a lottery for carrying the 
limbs up to the ramp. 


And if you find a tanna in a baraita who teaches that there were five 
lotteries for the Temple service, 


NOTES 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


The lottery procedure for Shabbat - nawa nip»s7 V10: 
On Shabbat additional services are performed, and the 
priestly rotation switches on this day. The morning lottery 
determines which priests of the outgoing watch will sacri- 


fice the daily morning offering and t 


he additional offering 


of Shabbat. A second lottery was held in the afternoon 
with the priests of the incoming watch, who performed 
the service of the daily afternoon offering (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:9). 


All the priests would come in the morning — ya Kniga 


any K987: A new lottery is held in 
burning of the incense. However, i 
of the priestly family serving on tha 
performed this service, the priest 


the afternoon for the 
there are no priests 
day who have never 
who won the right 


to burn the incense in the morning is given the same 
privilege in the afternoon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Temidin UMusafin 4:8). 


Here we are dealing with Shabbat - Ypy nawa x37: Tosafot 
Yeshanim point out that this statement in the Gemara should 
have begun with the word: Rather, as this approach nullifies all 
the previous attempts to resolve the difficulty. However, accord- 
ing to the Rambam and others, it appears that this last answer 
does not void the previous resolutions given by the Gemara. 


All the priests would come in the morning - x987 aap Pala) 
an: The Rambam apparently interprets this passage as follows: 


The afternoon lottery was not a fixed practice in the Temple 
but was held only in the event that there were no new priests 
to bring the incense. If there were no such novices, the priest 
who performed the service in the morning repeated it in the 
afternoon. Because this afternoon lottery was not an everyday 
occurrence, it was not listed in the mishna among the regular 
lotteries (see Siah Yitzhak). And when the Gemara claims that 
no priest ever performed the incense service twice, it means on 
two separate days. 
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udb 


BACKGROUND 


Two vessels of frankincense - mia 1933W: When the priests 
arranged the shewbread on the ‘table on Shabbat, they would 


place two bow 
Shabbat, when 


s of frankincense on it as well. The following 
hey removed the bread, they would offer the 


frankincense and divide the shewbread among the priests. There 


are many disput 
modern researc 


es among the commentaries as well as among 
hers as to the components of the incense, yet 


there are some elements about which there is almost no argu- 


ment. One of th 


ese is the /evona, frankincense, also used with 


most of the mea 


-offerings, which is identified as the sap derived 


from Boswellia sacra, or frankincense, trees. 


Frankincense tree 


HALAKHA 


The time of the water libation — nai Je) pat: A water liba- 
tion was poured on the altar on Sukkot during the sacrifice of 
the daily morning offering. This is in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 


UMusafin 10:6). 
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the opinion of that tanna would be in accordance with neither 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov nor the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as these five lotteries would include one for car- 
rying the coal pan and another one for taking the limbs up to the 
altar. 


MISHN A 2 1% offering is sacrificed and its 


limbs are carried by nine priests, as men- 
tioned in a previous mishna. These nine carry the limbs and the 
accompanying libations and meal-offerings. Occasionally, the 
service is performed by ten priests, occasionally by eleven, and 
sometimes by twelve priests; no fewer than nine and no more 
than twelve. How so? The daily offering itself is sacrificed by nine 
priests, as explained earlier. On the festival of Sukkot a priest in 
whose hand is a jug of water for the water libation is added, and 
there are ten priests. On Sukkot, a water libation is poured on the 
altar in addition to the standard wine libation. 


In the daily afternoon offering, eleven priests participate in the 
service. How so? The daily offering itselfis sacrificed by nine, and 
there are an additional two priests in whose hands are two logs 
that are placed on the altar." The mitzva of placing the two logs in 
the morning was assigned in the first lottery, as the Gemara ex- 
plained earlier. On Shabbat, eleven priests participate. How so? 
The daily morning offering itself is performed by nine, and there 
are an additional two priests in whose hands are two vessels of 
frankincense’ that accompany the shewbread. This frankincense 
is burned on Shabbat. And on Shabbat that occurs within the 
festival of Sukkot there is an additional priest in whose hand is a 
jug of water for the water libation," for a total of twelve priests. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Abba, and some say it was Rami 


bar Hama, and some say it was Rabbi 
Yohanan, said: On the festival of Sukkot they pour the water 
libation only during the sacrifice of the daily morning offering 
and not in the afternoon." From where is this derived? It is de- 
rived from the fact that it is taught in the mishna: And on Shab- 
bat that occurs within the festival of Sukkot there is a priest in 
whose hand is a jug of water, bringing the number of participat- 
ing priests to twelve. And ifit should enter your mind to say that 
they pour water during the daily afternoon offering also, if so, 
you find that there were twelve priests on a weekday as well, that 
is, during the intermediate days of the Festival: Nine priests for 
the daily offering, two to carry the logs, and one to pour the water. 


Two priests in whose hands are two logs that are placed 
on the altar — oxy 93 ow OPA DWI: The mishna does not 
mention the priest who brought the two logs in the morn- 
ing, because it is dealing only with those services that were 
apportioned through the second lottery. The task of placing 
two logs in the morning was determined by the first lottery; 
the priest who won the privilege of removing the ashes from 
the altar also brought this wood, as the Gemara stated earlier 


(daf 22a; Tosafot Yeshanim). 


NOTES 
The water libation — O%27 ipa: The Torah contains an explicit 
mitzva to perform a wine libation to accompany offerings. 
However, the mitzva of a water libation, wherein water is 
poured on the altar on Sukkot in addition to wine, does not 
appear in the Torah; rather, it is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai. The description of the water being drawn 
from the Pool of Siloam and the procedure of this mitzva 
appear in tractate Sukka. The Sadducees, who rejected the 
Oral Law, took issue with the validity of this practice, but most 
of the nation followed the rabbinic traditions. 
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Rav Ashi said: We too have learned this in a different mishna, 
that the water libation was offered only in the morning, as it 
was taught: And they would say to the pourer: Raise your 
hand" so everyone will see as you pour the water into the ap- 
erture on the altar, in accordance with the proper procedure. 
This was done because one time a Sadducee priest, who did 
not accept that there is a mitzva of water libation, poured the 
water onto his feet,’ whereupon all the people pelted him 
with their etrogim in anger. Since the episode involved etrogim, 
it is apparent that it took place in the morning, when people 
have their etrogim with them. Since the mishna mentions the 
fact that it was etrogim that were used to pelt the priest, it is 
apparently coming to teach that the water libation takes place 
only in the morning. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn 
from this that it is so. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: 
From where is it derived that the daily afternoon offering 
requires that two logs be brought along with it," and that they 
must be brought by two priests? As it is stated with regard to 
the burnt-offering: “The sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire 
on the altar and lay out wood [etzim]" in order upon the fire” 
(Leviticus 1:7). The word etzim is plural, which teaches that 
two logs are called for. If this is not applicable to the daily 
morning offering, as it is already written about the morning 
offering explicitly: “And the priest shall burn wood on it every 
morning, and arrange the burnt-offering on it” (Leviticus 6:5), 
apply it to the daily afternoon offering. The verse therefore 
teaches us that two logs should be added before that offering. 


But say that this and this, i.e., both verses cited above, are deal- 
ing with the daily morning offering, and that the Merciful 
One states in the Torah: Perform the arrangement of wood 
and then return and perform it again. In other words, perhaps 
the Torah’s intention is that two logs be arranged on the altar 
twice in the morning, and that accounts for the two verses. The 
Gemara rejects this possibility: If it were so, the text should 
use the same expression both times and say: “And he shall 
burn wood on it,’ and again: “And he shall burn wood on it.” 
Since the text does not do so, but instead employs two different 
verbs, saying: “They shall lay out wood” once and: “He shall 
burn wood” the second time, this indicates that the Torah is 
describing two different times. 


The Gemara rejects this inference: If the Merciful One had 
written in the Torah: “And he shall burn wood on it” twice, I 
would have said it means that one priest should arrange the 
wood, not two. The change of terminology to a plural verb is 
therefore necessary because it teaches us that one priest 
should perform it the first time and two priests should per- 
form it the second time, but they are both performed in the 
morning. 


The Gemara rejects this: If so, if this were what the Torah 
wished to indicate, the verse should say: “And he shall burn 
wood” in the singular, and then, in the second verse, say: And 
they shall burn wood, in the plural, using the same verb both 
times, changing only the number of the verb. Or, alternatively, 
the verse should say: And he shall lay out wood, in the singular, 
and then, in the second verse, say: “And they shall lay out 
wood,’ in the plural. What is the reason the Torah uses two 
different verbs in the two verses, stating: “And he shall burn 
wood” and then: “And they shall lay out wood”? Learn from 
this as we have said, that the Torah in these two verses is refer- 
ring to two separate times of day, and the verse: “They shall lay 
out wood [etzim]” is referring to the daily afternoon offering, 
mandating that at that time “they,” i.e., two priests, shall lay out 
etzim, the plural term for wood, referring to two logs. 


HALAKHA =—W¥————_———_ 
And they would say to the pourer: Raise your hand - spat 
yp mas b iX: The one pouring the water is told to raise his 
hand so that everyone might see him pour the water properly. 
This is done because of an incident with a certain Sadducee priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 10:8). 


Bringing two logs — Drsy 13 nw nyy: Two priests brought 
up the two logs in the afternoon, while in the morning they were 
carried by a single priest, in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 2:3). 


BACKGROUND 

Poured the water onto his feet — vox +03 by JWA: This story, 
which is also mentioned in other places in the Talmud, is related 
in detail by Josephus. The individual who poured the libation 
onto his feet was the Hasmonean king and priest Alexander 
Yannai, who had Sadducee leanings and did not accept the tra- 
dition of the water libation. His actions sparked a riot, since the 
people saw it as a public desecration of the sacred halakha. After 
the people pelted the king with their etrogim, he set loose his 
gentile bodyguards, who killed many worshippers. 


NOTES 
As it is stated: The sons of Aaron shall put fire on the altar and 
lay out wood — Oxy 139) Warsaw: Although this verse is written 
in the context of an individual burnt-offering and not the daily of- 
fering, the Gemara shows later (daf27a) that this particular verse 
is referring specifically to the daily offering (Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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NOTES 


But wasn't it taught that sometimes there are seven- 
teen — Wy Ayaw Kn: The commentaries find this pas- 
sage difficult, especially the claim that the baraita is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov 
but with that of Rabbi Yehuda (see Rashi and Josafot). Most 
early commentaries accept the interpretation of Rabbeinu 
Hananel along with his version of the text (see Gevurat Ari). 


Aram is sacrificed by eleven priests — Wy Inka aps: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that this was all 
done to fulfill the verse: “In the multitude of people is the 
king's glory.” When a particular service was required, it was 
inappropriate to economize with regard to the number of 
participants. On the contrary, an effort was made to include 
more priests. 


A bull is sacrificed by twenty-four priests - pWya 31) 13 
mya: The question is raised in the name of the Ralavad: 
How is it possible that a bull was cut into more pieces than 
a sheep, considering that the Gemara (Hullin na) teaches 
hat pieces of a burnt-offering may not be cut further into 
smaller pieces? The suggested answer (see Tosefot Rid and 
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura) is that the bull was not divided 
into more pieces than was the sheep, but since the pieces of 
he bull were so much larger, several priests were required 
o carry some of them. Others explain that since a bull is 
so large, it may be cut up in a manner different from that 
of the other animals at the outset, thus producing more 
pieces (see Yad David). 


The libations of a ram and a bull - api box 120): The Torah 
ists the amounts of meal-offerings and wine libations that 
accompany the different kinds of animal offerings: One- 
enth of an ephah of fine flour for a sheep, two-tenths of 
an ephah for a ram, and three-tenths of an ephah for an ox. 
One quarter of a hin of wine, equal to three /og, is brought 
or a sheep, four log for a ram, and six log for an ox. The 
number of priests employed in bringing up these items 
depends on how many tenths of an ephah were offered 
or each particular animal. 


If a single priest wishes to sacrifice it alone he may sac- 
rifice it alone - apn apt) my1 ot: The author of the 
Mishne LaMelekh asks: How was it determined which priest 
sacrificed an offering brought by an individual? Accord- 
ing to Rashi the donor of the offering chose the priest to 
perform the service, whereas Tosafot (see comments of the 
Noda Bihuda) maintain that there was a lottery or a different 
system in place to assign this privilege. 
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Rabbi Hiyya taught: Sometimes thirteen priests were involved 
in sacrificing the daily offering, all these tasks being assigned in 
the second lottery, as the mishna taught earlier. But sometimes 
fourteen priests are chosen in this manner to participate, since 
on Sukkot an additional priest is chosen to pour the water libation. 
And sometimes fifteen priests are chosen, on Shabbat, when two 
priests are tasked with burning the frankincense in the vessels. 
And sometimes sixteen priests are chosen, on Shabbat that oc- 
curs during Sukkot, when three extra priests are added: One to 
pour the water and two to burn the frankincense. 


The Gemara asks with regard to Rabbi Hiyya’s statement: But 
wasn't it taught in a baraita that sometimes there are seventeen’ 
priests involved in the daily offering? 


The Gemara responds: That baraita is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov but is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The seventeenth task of the daily 
morning offering referred to in the baraita is taking up the pieces 
of the offering from the ramp to the altar. According to Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov, this task was not assigned to a new priest but 
was performed by the same priests who had brought the pieces 
to the ramp. The baraita, which does assign this task to a seven- 
teenth priest, is therefore not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov. As the Gemara explained earlier, the 
opinions of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov are 
mutually exclusive; consequently, since the baraita contradicts 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, it must be in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Hiyya, however, ad- 
opted the view of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, and for this reason 
he taught that the maximum number of tasks assigned through 
the second lottery is only sixteen. 


MIS HNA} ram that is brought for a communal 


burnt-offering is sacrificed by eleven 
priests." The flesh on the various limbs is taken by five priests, 
as in the case of the sheep of the daily offering. The intestines, 
and the fine flour of the meal-offering, and the wine of the liba- 
tion are carried by two priests each, because the meal-offering 
and wine libation that accompany a ram are larger than those that 
accompany a sheep. A bull is sacrificed by twenty-four priests." 
How so? The head and the right leg are sacrificed first, but due 
to its size the head is carried by one priest and the leg by two. 
The tail and the left leg are carried as follows: The tail is sacrificed 
by two and the leg by two. The breast and the neck are carried 
as follows: The breast is offered by one and the neck by three 
priests. The two forelegs are carried by two priests, and the two 
flanks are carried by two. The intestines and the fine flour and 
the wine are carried by three each, because the meal-offering and 
wine libation that accompany a bull are larger than those that 
accompany a ram." 


In what case is this statement said, that this is the sequence fol- 
lowed? It is in the case of communal offerings. However, in the 
case of an individual offering" brought to fulfill a vow or an ob- 
ligation, if a single priest wishes to sacrifice it alone he may sac- 
rifice it alone, or if he chooses he may include other priests in 
the service. With regard to the flaying and the cutting of both 
these, individual offerings, and those, communal offerings, they 
are equal, as will be explained in the Gemara. 


HALAKHA 


A ram that is brought for a communal burnt-offering is 
sacrificed by eleven priests — Wy Inxa 31? box: When a 
communal ram is sacrificed as a burnt-offering, it is carried 
up by eleven priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 


Hakorbanot 6:17). 


A bull is sacrificed by twenty-four priests - mwya AIP 15 
TYIWI: A bull of a communal bumt-offering is sacrificed by 


twenty-four priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Ha- 
Korbanot 6:18). 


The sacrifice of an individual offering - "0 1397 nyy: The 
fixed number of priests involved in sacrificing a burnt-offering 
is limited to communal offerings. A greater or lesser number of 
priests may participate in the sacrifice of an individual's offering, as 
needed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:19). 
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G E M ARA“* Sage taught in the Tosefta: The indi- 


vidual offerings and communal offerings 
are equal with regard to their flaying and cutting, in that these 
may be performed by a non-priest." They are not considered 
services that require priests. 


Hizkiya said: From where is it derived that they are equal with 
regard to their flaying and cutting? From where is it derived that 
flaying and cutting of offerings, whether individual or communal, 
may be performed by a non-priest?" At first it is stated with re- 
gard to the burnt-offering: “And he shall flay the burnt-offering 
and cut it into its pieces” (Leviticus 1:6), and following that it is 
stated: “The sons of Aaron the priest shall place fire on the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:7). The fact that the sons of Aaron are men- 
tioned in the verse about putting fire on the altar but not in the 
verse about flaying and cutting teaches that placing fire on the 
altar requires priesthood, i.e., it must be performed by priests, 
but flaying and cutting do not require priesthood. 


The Gemara asks: But that verse about putting fire on the altar 

is needed for its own sake," to teach that the wood must be 

brought by a priest; it should not be interpreted as an inference 

that other services, such as flaying and cutting, may be performed 

by non-priests. Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: I found Abaye explain- 
ing Hizkiya’s derivation to his son based on the following baraita. 
It is written: “And he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 1:5), with no mention of a priest, which teaches that 

slaughter by a non-priest is acceptable. The baraita continues: 

Now, from where would you come to think otherwise? Why 

would one even suspect that a priest should be required to slaugh- 
ter the offering, so that a specific verse is required to tell us oth- 
erwise? From the fact that it is stated: “And you and your sons 

with you shall keep your priesthood” (Numbers 18:7), I would 

derive that no part of the sacrificial service may be performed by 

a non-priest, not even slaughtering. 


The baraita continues: Therefore, the verse states: “And he shall 

slaughter the bull before the Lord, and the sons of Aaron... 
shall sacrifice the blood” (Leviticus 1:5), from which it is inferred 

that from the sacrificing of blood, which begins with the collec- 
tion of the blood, and onward is a mitzva exclusively of priest- 
hood. Just prior to this the Torah states: “And he shall place his 

hands upon the head of the burnt-offering... and he shall slaugh- 
ter" the bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:4-5). In this verse 

the Torah is referring to the donor of the offering when it says: 

He shall place his hands, and therefore when it continues: And 

he shall slaughter, it is also referring to the donor. The Torah 

thereby taught that the slaughter of the offering is acceptable if 
performed by a non-priest. 


Abaye asked: Since, as this baraita establishes, from the collec- 
tion of the blood and onward is a mitzva exclusively of priest- 
hood, why do I need the Torah to say afterward: “The sons of 
Aaron shall put fire on the altar” (Leviticus 1:7)? Since the verse 
about putting the fire on the altar follows the verse about collec- 
tion of blood, it is clear that it must be done by priests, and the 
verse’s stipulation of this fact appears superfluous. This is why 
Hizkiya concluded that the verse is not required for its own sake 
but is needed to teach the following inference: It is only the plac- 
ing of fire on the altar that requires priests, to the exclusion of 
flaying and cutting up the animal, which may be performed by a 
non-priest. 


HALAKHA 
Flaying and cutting by a non-priest — Wa mm) wom: The 
flaying and cutting of offerings may be performed by non- 
priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:6). 


NOTES 


From where is it derived that flaying and cutting may be 
performed by a non-priest — 43...73) wand yaa: The ques- 
tion is raised: Since the Torah does not specify anywhere that 
priests should perform these tasks, why would it need a special 
verse to teach that non-priests can perform them? Perhaps the 
Gemara feels that since only priests are involved with the sac- 
rifice from the moment after the animal has been slaughtered, 
one might have thought that all actions from that point are 
restricted to them. This is why the Gemara cites a verse that 
shows that the priests’ role is limited to placing the fire (Gevurat 
Ari). The statement of the Gemara here is substantiated by 
explicit passages elsewhere in the Bible (see 11 Chronicles 29:34, 
35:11), which state that during the times of Kings Hezekiah and 
Josiah, these tasks were performed by Levites and not by priests 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


NOTES 


But that verse is needed for its own sake - a YON NT 
mon: The question is raised: Even if the verse were needed for 
its own sake, one could still say that since priests are mentioned 
in the context of placing wood on the altar, the implication is 
that those activities that preceded this, such as flaying and 
cutting up the animal, did not yet require priests. The ques- 
tion is answered as follows: One might have thought that the 
requirement of priests, appearing in the verse about carrying 
the blood, which precedes the verse about flaying, applies to 
flaying as well, since it is an activity performed directly on the 
sacrificial animal. The placing of wood, on the other hand, is 
not an activity performed directly on the animal, and therefore 
the requirement of priesthood in the verse about carrying the 
blood does not extend to it. Consequently, a specific verse is 
needed to show that flaying need not necessarily be performed 
by a priest (Josafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 


And he shall place his hands upon the head of the burnt- 
offering...and he shall slaughter — pnw iT? p29): The com- 
mentaries question why the Gemara included this seemingly 
superfluous point, since the principle that non-priests may 
slaughter has already been derived from the fact that priests are 
not mentioned until the verse about carrying the blood. Some 
claim that this line is not actually part of the baraita brought by 
Abaye, as it is indeed absent from the parallel texts in tractate 
Zevahim and elsewhere. Rather, it represents part of Abaye’s 
teaching to his son. Abaye taught him that since it was taught 
in the baraita that priests are required from the time the blood 
is collected, one can conclude that a non-priest may perform 
the slaughter and that the subject of the phrase “he shall place 
his hands"is the same as that of the phrase “he shall slaughter”, 
both refer to the donor of the offering (Siah Yitzhak). 
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HALAKHA 
Carrying wood - myy nain: Carrying wood to the altar is 
not a sacred service and may be performed by a non-priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:6). 


NOTES 
But say that this verse too is necessary for its own sake — 
mand 993997 MIN: The later commentaries point out that 
this sentence appears to be difficult. Indeed, most of the early 


commentaries appear not to have had this line in their text at 
all (see Mishhat Aharon). 
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The Gemara asks: But still, the verse about the placement of 
wood by priests is necessary for its own sake. As it might have 
entered your mind to say that since placing the wood is not a 
service that is indispensable for obtaining atonement, as atone- 
ment is achieved solely through the blood of the offering, it 
should not be required to be performed by priests. And one 
might have thought that the principle that all tasks from the col- 
lection of the blood and onward require a priest applies only to 
services relating to the blood. Therefore, the verse teaches us that 
nevertheless, priesthood is required. Consequently, it cannot 
be asserted that the verse is written for the purpose of excluding 
other services. 


Rather, Hizkiya’s derivation must be rejected, and the accept- 
ability of non-priests for flaying and cutting the animal must be 
learned from here: It is written: “And Aaron’s sons, the priests, 
shall lay out the pieces, the head and the fat” (Leviticus 1:8). 
Since, as the baraita above establishes, from the collection of 
the blood and onward is a mitzva exclusively of priesthood, why 
do I need the verse to specify: “And Aaron’s sons shall lay out 
the pieces”? Since the specification of priesthood here appears 
superfluous, one must conclude that it is written not for its own 
sake but to exclude flaying and cutting up the animal, to teach 
that those acts need not be performed by a priest. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, the verse comes to convey the infer- 
ence that another act does not require priesthood, but say that it 

comes to exclude the arrangement of the two logs, to teach that 

this activity may be done by a non-priest. The Gemara rejects 

this: It is more reasonable that the verse, which deals with laying 

out the pieces of the offering on the altar, would exclude a ser- 
vice that is similar to itself, i.e., something related to the body of 
the sacrificial animal, such as flaying it and cutting it up, rather 

than the arrangement of the wood, which is not related to the 

animal itself. 


The Gemara responds: On the contrary, one should say that it 
excludes something relevant to arrangement, i.e., the placement 
of the logs, which is similar to the laying of the pieces of the of- 
fering in that both pertain to the placement of an item on the 
altar. Perhaps, then, the verse is coming to convey the inference 
that the arrangement of the logs, unlike the arrangement of the 
pieces of the offering, may be performed by a non-priest. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: It cannot enter your mind 
to say this, as the Master said: After mentioning the mitzva to 
collect the blood, the Torah states: “And the priest shall bring 
all of it near and burn it on the altar” (Leviticus 1:13), where 
bringing near is referring to carrying the limbs to the ramp. The 
specification of priesthood in this verse is not required for its own 
sake, since all services following the collection of blood 
require priesthood. Therefore, it must be that it comes to convey 
the inference that it is only carrying the limbs to the ramp that 
requires priesthood, but carrying wood" to the altar does 
not require priesthood. This, in turn, implies that the actual 
arrangement of the two logs, which was not excluded, does 
require priesthood. 


The Gemara returns to the derivation presented above, where the 
question was raised: Why do I need the words “and Aaron’s sons 
shall lay out the pieces”? The conclusion was that the specifica- 
tion of priesthood here comes to exclude flaying and cutting up 
the animal, to teach that these acts may be performed by a non- 
priest. The Gemara now rejects this derivation: But say that this 
verse too is necessary for its own sake," to teach the lesson that 
the Gemara will shortly derive from these words (Maharsha), 
and one can no longer assert that the verse comes solely for the 
purpose of conveying the inference that other, similar acts, i.e., 
flaying and cutting up the animal, do not require priesthood. 
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Rather, this derivation must be rejected as well, and another 
verse must be found from which to prove that non-priests may 
flay and cut up the animal. The Torah states: “And the priest 
shall burn all of it on the altar” (Leviticus 1:9). Since this is an 
act following the collection of the blood, the specification of 
priesthood is not needed for its own sake. Therefore, for what 
purpose does that verse come? It comes to exclude flaying and 
cutting up the animal, which may be performed by a non-priest. 


The Gemara reviews the lessons taught by the other verses cited 
above. When the Torah writes: “The priest shall bring all of it 
near...the altar” (Leviticus 1:13), this is referring to carrying 
the limbs to the ramp, and the verse comes to exclude other, 
similar actions, teaching that although carrying the limbs to the 
ramp requires priesthood, carrying wood to the altar does not 
require priesthood. Therefore, it is derived from here as well 
that the arrangement of the two logs does require priesthood, 
as explained above. And when the Torah writes: “The sons of 
Aaron shall put fire on the altar” (Leviticus 1:7), this is necessary 
for its own sake, to teach that this service must be done by 
priests. 


When the Torah states: “And the sons of Aaron, the priests, shall 
lay out the pieces, the head and the fat” (Leviticus 1:8), it comes 
to teach the following: “And they shall lay out,’ through the use 
of the plural, teaches that it must be done by two priests, as the 
minimum number implied by a plural word is two. “The sons of 


Aaron,’ also in plural, indicates an additional two; “the priests,” 


also in plural, indicates two more. We therefore learn from 
this verse that the sacrificial lamb requires six" priests to carry 
its limbs to the altar’The flesh is taken by five priests, and the 
innards by one, as described in an earlier mishna. 


Rav Hamnuna said that Rabbi Elazar posed a difficulty: This 
verse is written about a young bull, not a lamb; and a bull re- 
quires twenty-four priests. How, then, can this verse be used as 
the source that six priests are required to carry the limbs of a 
lamb? And he resolved the difficulty himself as follows: The 
same verse states: “On the wood that is on the fire upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:8), all of which apparently teaches nothing 
new about the sacrifice. Therefore, it is seen as an allusion to the 
daily offering, which was a lamb, as what is an item about which 
it is stated that specially prepared wood and fire on an altar 
must be provided, and that pre-existing wood and fire do not 
suffice? 


NOTES 


On the wood that is on the fire upon the altar - pyyat by exegetical midrashim. One could answer that this Gemara 
naw by We UXT by wr: Rashi writes that these words — follows the Jerusalem Talmud, in which a verbal analogy is 


in the Torah are apparently superfluous, 


and for this reason employed between Leviticus 1:8 and Leviticus 1:12, where an 


they are seen as an allusion to the daily offering. In fact, how- identical phrase appears. One of the two uses of the phrase is 
ever, all these words are expounded in the Gemara or other extraneous, and it alludes to the daily offering (Beer Avraham). 


HALAKHA 


The lamb requires six — Twa me: The lamb of a communal 
burnt-offering is taken to the altar by six priests (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:10). 
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HALAKHA 


Anon-priest who set up the arrangement of wood - "Bw Yt 
TWAT nx: If a non-priest arranges the wood on the altar, he 
should dismantle it and a priest must then rearrange it, since 
the service is invalid if performed by a non-priest (Rambam Se- 
fer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:9). This is in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Yohanan. Although Rabbi Yohanan's 
statement was rejected and revised because of Rabbi Zeira's 
question, it seems that the Rambam believes that Rabbi Zeira’s 
objection was only with regard to the non-priest’s liability 
and not to the corrective measure he mentions (Kesef Mishne). 
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He should dismantle it and then rearrange it - tim ApS 
FTD: Some commentaries explain that the Gemara's ques- 
ion is what the priest should do to correct the situation, and 
it answers that the priest should dismantle and reassemble 
he wood. Then the Gemara asks what dismantling the wood 
achieves that should require a priest to do it. It answers that 
indeed a priest is not required for the dismantling, but only for 
he rearranging (Hayyim Shenayim Yeshalem). 


But isn’t there the removal of the ashes - pwn nann ym: 
Earlier in this chapter Rav and Levi debated the status of this 
service with regard to non-priests. Rav stated that a non-priest 
is not liable if he performs this act because it is not a service 
of placing but of taking away; Levi disagreed. However, the 
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You must say that this is the lamb of the morning daily offering, 
concerning which the Torah commands that a new woodpile be 
prepared every day and that the altar must be lit anew each morning. 
Therefore, although the verse is ostensibly speaking of a bull, it also 
alludes to the lamb of the daily offering and to the fact that it should 
be brought by six priests. 


§ Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A non-priest who set 
up the arrangement of wood" on the altar is liable to receive the 
death penalty by God's hand for having performed an act that is 
restricted to priests, and the woodpile that he placed is invalid. 
What should he do to repair the woodpile? He should dismantle 
it and then rearrange it." The Gemara is surprised at this: What 
good would this do for the woodpile? How would it help for the 
non-priest himself to rearrange the wood? It would be just as in- 
valid as it was the first time. Rather, one must say that the non- 
priest should dismantle it, as there is nothing wrong with a non- 
priest dismantling the woodpile, and a priest then rearranges it. 


Rabbi Zeira strongly objects to Rabbi Yohanan’s teaching: And do 
you have any service that is valid if performed at night and yet is 
invalid if performed by a non-priest? A bona fide Temple service 
must be performed during the day. That the wood on the altar may 
be arranged while it is still nighttime shows that it is not a bona fide 
service, and therefore it should be permitted for non-priests to 
perform it. 


The Gemara expresses wonder at Rabbi Zeira’s equation of the two 
issues: And is there really no such thing as a service that may be 
performed at night but which is prohibited for a non-priest to per- 
form? Isn’t there the burning of the limbs and the fats of offerings 
on the altar, which continues throughout the night, and yet it was 
taught earlier in this chapter that a non-priest who participates in 
that service incurs the death penalty? The Gemara rejects this objec- 
tion: The burning of sacrificial limbs and fats, though it may be done 
at night, is not considered a nighttime service but the end of the 
daytime service, as it is merely the culmination of the sacrificial 
service that began during the day. 


The Gemara asks further: But isn’t there the removal of the ashes 
from the altar, which may be performed at night, and yet may not 
be done by a non-priest? The Gemara rejects this too: The removal 
of ashes is also not considered a nighttime service but the start of 
the daytime service." And the proof for this is that Rabbi Asi said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: If a priest has sanctified his hands at 
night by washing them for the removal of the ashes, the next day, 
i.e., after daybreak, he need not sanctify his hands again, as he al- 
ready sanctified them at the start of the service. Rabbi Zeira’s 
equation between services performed at night and services that may 
be performed by non-priests therefore remains intact. If so, the 
objection that he raised to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan remains 
difficult. 


NOTES 


Gemara’s question here is valid even according to Rav, as even 
though he exonerates the non-priest for performing this ser- 
vice, he does not base his exoneration on the fact that it is a 
nighttime service but on a different reason (Ritva). According 
to the Jerusalem Talmud it seems that Rabbi Yohanan agrees 
with Levi's position that a non-priest is liable for removing the 
ashes. If so, this is certainly a valid challenge. 


Removal of the ashes is considered the start of the daytime 
service - 7Tiay nonn peT nana: One could ask: If removal 
of the ashes is considered the start of the daytime service, then 
the arranging of the wood on the altar, which is performed after 
that, should certainly be considered a daytime service. Some 
commentaries answer that the act of removing the ashes has 


a fixed time and it does indeed serve as the start of the day's 
service. On the other hand, there is no set time to arrange 
wood on the altar. In fact, in the event that the previous day's 
wood is consumed in the middle of the night, new wood is 
placed there before the removal of the ashes for the purpose 
of burning the limbs and the fats (Ritva). Another approach 
argues that while removal of the ashes is performed at night, 
it holds a particular importance because it is the day's open- 
ing service. In that sense it is like slaughtering, which, due to 
its importance, is assigned through a lottery, although it may 
be done by a non-priest. Arranging the wood has no such 
importance because it does not signify the start of a service 
(Rashash). 
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Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s statement must be revised, and one 
must posit that when it was stated, this is how it was stated. 
Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A non-priest who ar- 
ranges the two logs on the altar is liable to receive the death 
penalty by God’s hand, since it is a daytime service. Rava 
strongly objects to this: But if that is so, if arranging the two logs 
isa bona fide daytime service and is prohibited to non-priests on 
pain of death, it should require a lottery; and yet in practice this 
service is not assigned by a lottery. The Gemara comments that 
it must have escaped Rava’s mind" that which is taught explic- 
itly in a baraita: The priest who was privileged to perform the 
removal of the ashes was also privileged with setting up the 
arrangement of wood on the altar and with placing the two logs. 


Another difficulty is raised with regard to Rava’s statement: Is that 
to say that a daytime service requires a lottery and, conversely, 
a nighttime service does not require a lottery? Isn’t there the 
burning of the limbs and the fats on the altar, which is done at 
night and yet is assigned through a lottery? The Gemara responds: 
That is not difficult, since the burning of the limbs and the fats is 
the end of the daytime service, as explained above. The Gemara 
asks: But isn’t there the removal of the ashes from the altar, 
which is a nighttime service and yet requires a lottery? The Ge- 
mara answers: Indeed, a lottery should not have been required 
for that service, but one was instituted due to the incident that 
occurred, when the priests came to danger, as related in the 
mishna. 


The Gemara asks further: Is that to say that any service that is a 
daytime service and for which a non-priest would be liable to 
receive the death penalty requires a lottery, and conversely, a 
daytime service for which a non-priest would not be liable to 
receive the death penalty does not require a lottery? But isn’t 
there the slaughtering of the daily offering, which may be per- 
formed by a non-priest and yet requires a lottery? The Gemara 
rejects this point: Slaughtering is different, because it is the 
beginning of the service of the daily offering and is therefore 
considered important enough to warrant a lottery. 


The Gemara asks with regard to the revised version of Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement: Mar Zutra, and some say Rav Ashi, said: 
But didn’t we learn that it is not so that arranging the logs must 
be done during the day, as it was taught in a mishna: The ap- 
pointed priest said to them: Go out and see if the time for 
slaughtering has arrived. The mishna does not teach that the 
appointee said: Go and see if the time for arranging the two logs 
has arrived. This shows that the logs need not be placed after 
daybreak but may be arranged while it is still night. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: The reason the mishna men- 
tions slaughtering is that it prefers to teach this statement with 
regard to that which has no rectification if it is done at night, 
such as slaughtering the offering, which is rendered irreparably 
invalid if done before daybreak. It does not want to teach some- 
thing that has rectification if done at night, such as arranging the 
two logs, which can always be removed and replaced properly. 
However, the proper time for arranging the logs is indeed daytime. 


And some say a different version of Rabbi Zeira’s objection: 
Rabbi Zeira strongly objects to Rabbi Yohanan’s statement that 
anon-priest who arranged the woodpile incurs the death penalty: 
And do you have any service that is not complete on its own but 
is followed by a different service, such as the arrangement of the 
two logs, and yet is invalid and is punishable by death if per- 
formed by a non-priest? It was taught earlier in the chapter that 
a non-priest incurs the death penalty only for performing a ser- 
vice that is complete, i.e., a service that is not followed by other 
services that complete the task being performed. 


NOTES 
It must have escaped Rava’s mind - mwang: This re- 
mark of the Gemara is respectful toward Rava, as it suggests 
that he most certainly knew the teaching and it must have 
momentarily slipped his mind (Hut HaShani). 
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NOTES 


But isn't there the burning of the limbs and the fats, etc. — 7 
93197151 ODN: Rashi deletes this entire passage, up to: When 
it was stated, this is how it was stated, because it makes errone- 
ous assertions in its questions and answers, in light of the earlier 
discussion between Rav and Levi with regard to the liability of 
a non-priest who burns the limbs and fat or who removes the 
ashes. Moreover, the whole issue of daytime versus nighttime 
services is irrelevant to the present version of Rabbi Zeira’s state- 
ment. In defense of this version of the text, it may be noted that 
in any event the Gemara is forced to revise Rabbi Yohanan’s 
statement; in doing so, it reproduces some of the questions 
posed in the previous version of Rabbi Zeira’s statement leading 
up to this revision, though they are not technically applicable 
in this context. This is not an uncommon phenomenon in the 
Talmud (Ritva). 


As we said — j2*Waxt3: According to the Maharsha, the word: 
Rather, should be added, so that the reading would be: Rather, 
it is as we have said, meaning that the Gemara is retracting the 
entire second version of Rabbi Zeira’s question and returning 
o the original version. However, others interpret the Gemara 
differently. 


Is that to say - xn: Rashi deletes this entire passage as 
well, up to the phrase: Mar Zutra, and some say: Rav Ashi said, 
for the same reasons he deleted the passage mentioned in a 
previous note. 


BACKGROUND 
Sanctified his hands - Y1 wp: After a priest immerses in a 
ritual bath and dons the priestly garments, he must wash his 
hands and feet, referred to here as sanctifying one’s hands. 


Priests sanctifying their hands 
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The Gemara expresses wonder at Rabbi Zeira’s equation of these 
two issues: But isn’t there the burning of the limbs and the fats?" 
The Gemara answers: That is not difficult, because the burning of 
the limbs and the fats is the end of the daytime service. The 
Gemara asks further: But isn’t there the removal of the ashes? 
The Gemara rejects that argument: Removing the ashes is the 
start of the daytime service, as Rabbi Yohanan said: If a priest 
sanctified his hands’ at night by washing them for the removal 
of the ashes, the next day, i.e., after daybreak, he need not sanc- 
tify his hands again, as he already sanctified them at the start of 
the service. Rabbi Zeira’s equation between services that are in- 
complete by themselves and services for which a non-priest does 
not incur the death penalty therefore remains intact. If so, the 
question that he asked concerning Rabbi Yohanan’s statement 
remains difficult. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s statement must be revised, and one must 
posit that when it was stated, this is how it was stated: Rabbi 
Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A non-priest who arranges 
the two logs is liable to receive the death penalty, since it is a 
service that is complete, i.e., it is not followed and completed by 
a subsequent service. Although the burning of the limbs upon the 
altar follows the placement of the logs, that is considered to be an 
independent act, not the completion of the service of placing the 
logs. This is because the placing of the logs is done while still night, 
while the burning of the limbs cannot be done until daybreak. 


Rava strongly objects to this: However, if that is so, the service 
of placing the two logs should require a lottery. The Gemara 
expresses surprise at Ravas comment: And doesn’t it require a 
lottery? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Whoever was privileged 
to perform the removal of the ashes is also privileged to perform 
the arrangement of the two logs? There was in fact a lottery for 
arranging the two logs. 


Rather, this is what Rava actually said: If placing the logs is con- 
sidered a complete service and is therefore a task important 
enough to warrant the death penalty for a non-priest who per- 
forms it, they should hold a separate lottery for it by itself. The 
Gemara answers: It is as we said" at the beginning of the chapter, 
that the task of placing the logs was added to the lottery for the 
removal of ashes as an incentive for the priests to rise before dawn 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Based on Rava’s comments, the Gemara asks: Is that to say that 

any service that is a complete service and for which a non-priest 

would be liable to receive the death penalty requires a lottery, 
but if anon-priest would not be liable to receive the death pen- 
alty it would not require a lottery? But isn’t there slaughtering, 
which may be performed by non-priest and yet requires a lottery? 

The Gemara rejects this point: Slaughtering is different, because 

it is the beginning of the daytime service, which gives it added 

importance. 


The Gemara asks further on Rava’s statement: Is that to say" that 
a service that is complete requires a lottery, whereas a service 
which is followed by a subsequent service that completes it does 
not require a lottery? But isn’t there the burning of the limbs 
and the fats? The Gemara answers: That is not difficult because 
the burning of the limbs and the fats is the end of the daytime 
service. The Gemara asks: Isn’t there the removal of the ashes? 
The Gemara answers: A lottery was established for that service 
only due to the incident that occurred when the priests came to 
danger. 
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As explained above, the reason Rabbi Yohanan holds that the ar- 
rangement of the logs is a complete service, and is not considered 
a prelude to the burning of limbs, is because the former is a night- 
time service and the latter is a daytime service. Mar Zutra, and 
some say Rav Ashi, said: We too have learned in a mishna that 
the arrangement of the two logs is a nighttime service. As we 
learned: The appointed priest said to them: Go out and see if 
the time for slaughtering has arrived, whereas the mishna did 
not teach: See whether the time for arranging the two logs has 
arrived. This shows that arranging the logs may be done while it 
is still night; itis therefore not considered to be connected to, and 
complemented by, the placing of the limbs the following day. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: The reason the mishna mentions 
slaughtering is that it prefers to teach this statement with regard 
to that which has no rectification if it is done at night, such as 
slaughtering the offering, which is rendered irreparably invalid if 
performed before daybreak. It does not want to teach it with re- 
gard to something that has rectification if done at night, such as 
arranging the two logs, which can always be removed and replaced 
properly. However, it is possible that the proper time for arranging 
the logs is daytime, and therefore it may be regarded as a service 
that is completed by the subsequent burning of limbs on the altar. 
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The assignment of some tasks to the priests was at first determined by a race. However, 
when it became apparent that this system presented a potential for physical danger 
among the competitors, it was decided that all the major daily services would be 
assigned by lottery. This list of major services included: The removal of the ash from 
the altar, the slaughter of the daily offering, the conveyance of its pieces to the ramp 
leading up to the altar, the burning of incense, and the conveyance of the sacrificial 
limbs from the ramp to the altar itself. The lotteries were performed as follows: 
All priests who were eligible to perform the service at hand stood in a circle. The 
appointee in charge instructed one of the priests to remove his mitre. A number 
much larger than the number of gathered priests was chosen at random. Each priest 
extended his finger, and the appointee, beginning with the bareheaded priest, count- 
ed all the fingers, going around the circle, several times if necessary, until the selected 
number was reached. The priest upon whom the count ended won the privilege of 
performing the coveted task. 


The service of removal of ashes from the altar, although it was done by a priest who, 
owing to the innately dirty nature of the task, wore an inferior quality of priestly 
garments, was nevertheless considered an important task, since it marked the very 
first step of the daily services. 


The daily offering, consisting of a lamb that was sacrificed as a burnt-offering, was cut 
into pieces, as is generally required of all burnt-offerings. However, unlike a private 
offering, the pieces were conveyed to the altar ceremoniously by several priests, each 
one carrying one or more of the parts. Moreover, two teams of priests participated 
in this process: One who carried the limbs to the base of the ramp leading up to the 
altar, and another team which brought the limbs up to the altar itself. In the meantime, 
as this procedure was going on, other morning services, involving the candelabrum 
and the inner altar, were performed. 


The privilege of burning incense on this inner altar was assigned though a special 
lottery, in which only first-timers were allowed to participate. This is because of the 
tradition that whoever performed this task would be materially blessed, and it was 
desired to spread this blessing around to as many different priests as possible. 


Having discussed the procedure for conveying the daily lamb offering to the altar, 
the mishna goes on and describes the parallel procedure for other public burnt- 
offerings that were not lambs, such as the bulls and rams that were offered on certain 

occasions. Due to the greater size of these animals, as well as the greater amounts of 
flour and wine that accompanied them, the conveyance process for these sacrifices 

was expanded and required the participation of more priests. 
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With this shall Aaron come into the Sanctuary: With 
a young bullock for a sin-offering, and a ram for a 
burnt-offering. He shall be dressed in a sacred linen 
tunic, and with linen trousers next to his flesh, and 
shall be girded with a linen belt, and he shall wear 
a linen mitre; they are the sacred garments, and he 
shall wash his flesh in water and then put them on. 
And he shall take of the congregation of the children 
of Israel two he-goats for a sin-offering, and one ram 
for a burnt-offering. And Aaron is to offer his own 
bull as a sin-offering and atone for himself and for his 
household. And he shall take the two goats, and set 
them before the Lord at the door of the tent of meeting. 
And Aaron shall place lots on the two goats: one lot for 
God, and one lot for Azazel. 

(Leviticus 16:3-8) 


Beginning with this chapter, the Yom Kippur service is described in order, from 
the first immersion of the High Priest until the conclusion of the day’s service. This 
chapter is essentially an introductory chapter, as it does not depict services unique 
to Yom Kippur; rather, it depicts the preparations and modifications that were un- 
dertaken to facilitate the service. 


The chapter begins with a depiction of the fixed Temple service, which was per- 
formed daily. It is not addressed at length, as the essential elements of this service 
were treated in the previous chapter, and the only difference on Yom Kippur is that 
it was performed exclusively by the High Priest. 


However, elaboration is required with regard to those matters unique to Yom Kip- 
pur, beginning with the immersion of the High Priest. His immersions, which were 
performed, as mandated by the Torah, in a sacred place, are an integral part of the 
service of the day, and there is a special tradition pertaining to the number and order 
of the immersions. These immersions are extremely significant, so much so that, in 
order to accommodate them, the order of the performance of the service diverges 
from the order as it appears in the verses. 


In addition, this chapter features a depiction of the priestly vestments unique to Yom 
Kippur: The white linen garments of the High Priest. It explains how the external 
simplicity of the garments dovetails with both the obligation to show deference to 
the sanctity of this special day and the Torah’s statement that the priestly vestments 
be “for splendor and for beauty” (Exodus 28:2). 


The verse, “And Aaron is to offer his own bull as a sin-offering and atone for himself 
and for his household” (Leviticus 16:6), marks the beginning of the service of the 
day. The Sages proved that the Torah is not referring to the sprinkling of blood on 
the altar, which is typically the manner in which atonement is achieved. Rather, the 
reference is to spiritual atonement achieved through confession, like the confession 
mentioned explicitly in the Torah with regard to the scapegoat. The Gemara then 
explains the formula for the confession and its content. 


Another preparatory action that requires special elaboration is performance of the 
lottery of the goats, which is also unique to Yom Kippur. These and associated topics 
are addressed in this chapter. 
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priests: Go out and observe if it is day 
and the time for slaughter has arrived." If the time has arrived, the 
observer says: There is light [barkai]."" Matya ben Shmuel says" 
that the appointed priest phrased his question differently: Is the 
entire eastern sky illuminated even to Hebron?’ And the ob- 
server says: Yes. And why did they need to ascertain whether 
or not it is day, which is typically evident to all? It was necessary, 
as once, the light of the moon rose, and they imagined that 
the eastern sky was illuminated with sunlight, and they slaugh- 
tered the daily offering before its appropriate time. The animal 
was later taken out to the place designated for burning and burned 
because it was slaughtered too early. In order to prevent similar 
errors in the future, the Sages instituted that they would carefully 
assess the situation until they were certain that it was day. 


After the priests announced the start of the day, they led the High 
Priest down to the Hall of Immersion. The Gemara comments: 
This was the principle in the Temple: Anyone who covers his legs, 
a euphemism for defecating, requires immersion afterward; and 
anyone who urinates" requires sanctification of the hands and 
feet with water from the basin afterward. 


NOTES 


The appointed priest said to the priests - 731217 ony WY: 
According to Rashi, Rabbeinu Yehonatan, and others, ‘the ap- 
pointed priest mentioned throughout is the deputy High Priest. 
Other commentaries, however, say that an official was appoint- 
ed specifically for the tasks of performing the lotteries and 
overseeing the order of the Temple service (Josafot Yeshanim). 


The observer says there is light — *xj71a “Waite A197: The 
author of the Me’iri explains that the individual standing on 
the roof and observing the sky was Gevini the Crier. He was the 
one who pronounced: There is light. In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
the question is raised: How could they rely on a single witness 
in a matter of ritual law, i.e. whether the time had arrived to 
slaughter the daily morning offering? The answer there is that 
in a matter that will ultimately be revealed, the testimony of a 
single witness is accepted. He knows that if he lies, the lie will 
be revealed, which ensures that he will tell the truth. 


Matya ben Shmuel says - 2i% Dnw ya X: There is a 
dispute with regard to the identity of Matya ben Shmuel. 
Some explain that Matya ben Shmuel is the name of a tanna, 
who is expressing his opinion with regard to the exchange in 
the Temple (Rambam; Rashi). Others explain that Matya ben 
Shmuel was the official in charge of the lotteries in the Temple, 
as explained in tractate Shekalim. According to that explana- 
tion, this is not a second opinion cited in the mishna but a 
continuation of the description of the exchange in the Temple. 
After the observer said that there is light, Matya ben Shmuel 
asked whether the eastern sky is illuminated even to Hebron 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Even to Hebron — jana ty: Rashi explains that the observer 
had to see the light even in Hebron. The author of the Me‘iri 
explains that he was asked whether it was light enough to see 
Hebron in the distance, which was impossible by moonlight 
alone. Everyone agrees that the question was posed specifi- 
cally about Hebron in order to evoke the merit of the Patriarchs 
buried there in the Cave of Machpelah (Jerusalem Talmud). 


Map of Jerusalem and Hebron 


Herodian-era structure at the site of the Cave of Machpelah 


A ALAKHA 
The time for slaughtering the daily morning offering — pat 
nw bw Tan nvmw: The time for slaughtering the daily 
morning offering i is after the entire eastern sky is illuminated 


but before sunrise (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 1:2). 


Anyone who covers his legs. ..and anyone who urinates — 
on vat ban...vor mx Joram bp: One who defecates must 

immerse thereafter before performing the Temple service. 

One who urinates requires sanctification of the hands and 

feet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:5). 


LANGUAGE 


Light [barkai] — «1a: According to most commentaries, 
this term means glow or shine. Others maintain that it is the 
name of a certain star. 
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NOTES 

Rav Safra said — x99 112%: Some commentaries explain that 
the connection between this statement and the mishna is that 
although the priests could have waited to slaughter the daily 
offering until they were certain that it was daytime, obviating 
the need for an observer, Rav Safra’s statement teaches that 
it is preferable to perform a mitzva as soon as possible (Siah 
Yitzhak; Leviyat Hen). 


The prayer of Abraham - oma moby: The early commen- 


taries note that traditionally, the afternoon prayer is associated 
specifically with Isaac rather than Abraham. They explain that 
when Rav Safra mentions Abraham, he is referring to all of 
the Patriarchs, as Abraham was the first Patriarch (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). Alternatively, it is possible that Isaac learned the 


afternoon prayer from his father. Support for Rav Safra's state- 


ment comes from the phrase: “Toward evening” (Genesis 24:63), 
which indicates that that the time for the afternoon prayer 
begins as soon as the position of the sun in the sky is toward 
evening, i.e., in the west (see Rabbeinu Hananel and Tosafot 
Yeshanim). 


When the walls blacken — nia Amn: Some commentar- 


ies assert that this refers to when the walls truly blacken, at the 
start of the eighth hour. The entire course of the Gemara can 
be understood according to that explanation as well (Peirush 
Kadmon). 
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G E M ARA It was taught in a baraita that the Sages 


disputed the precise expression that was 
employed in the Temple. Rabbi Yishmael says that the formula 
is: The light flashed; Rabbi Akiva says: The light has risen, 
which is brighter than a mere flash. Nahuma ben Apakshiyon 
says: There is even light in Hebron. Matya ben Shmuel says that 
the appointed priest in charge of the lotteries says: The entire 
eastern sky is illuminated all the way to Hebron. Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Beteira says that this is what the appointed priest said: The 
entire eastern sky is illuminated all the way to Hebron and the 
entire nation has gone out, each and every person to engage in 
his labor. 


The Gemara questions Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira’s version of the 

formula: If it is so that the people have gone to work, it has grown 

considerably lighter. People go to work after it is light. Appar- 
ently, Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira is referring to a time after sunrise, 
not a time adjacent to dawn. The Gemara answers: It is that peo- 
ple have gone out to hire workers that we are saying. Owners of 
fields rose early, adjacent to dawn, to hire workers so that they 
could begin working when it is light. 


§ Rav Safra said:" The time for the afternoon prayer of Abra- 
ham" begins from when the walls begin to blacken" from shade. 
When the sun begins to descend from the middle of the sky, 
producing shadows on the walls, that marks the beginning of the 
setting of the sun and then the afternoon prayer may be recited. 


Rav Yosef said: And will we arise and derive a halakha from 
Abraham? Didnt Abraham live before the Torah was given to the 
Jewish people, and therefore halakhot cannot be derived from his 
conduct? Rava said: The tanna derived a halakha from Abra- 
ham’s conduct, and we do not derive a halakha from his con- 
duct? As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And 
on the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised” 
(Leviticus 12:3), this verse teaches that the entire dayis suitable 
for performance of the mitzva of circumcision." However, the 
vigilant are early in their performance of mitzvot and circumcise 
in the morning, as it is stated with regard to the binding of Isaac: 
“And Abraham arose early in the morning and saddled his don- 
key” (Genesis 22:3). He awakened early to fulfill the mitzva with- 
out delay. Apparently, halakha is derived from the conduct of 
Abraham. 


Rather, Rava said: With regard to Rav Yosef, it was not the 
matter of deriving halakha from the conduct of Abraham that 
is difficult. Rather, this is difficult for him, as we learned in a 
mishna: When Passover eves occur on Shabbat eves," the daily 
afternoon offering is slaughtered at six and a half hours of the 
day and sacrificed on the altar at seven and a half hours. The 
afternoon offering was slaughtered as early as possible to enable 
all the Paschal lambs, which were slaughtered after the daily after- 
noon offering was sacrificed, to be slaughtered and roasted before 
sunset, so that no labor would be performed on Shabbat. Now, 
if indeed this halakha is derived from the conduct of Abraham, 
let us slaughter the offering even earlier, from when the walls 
begin to blacken, just after the end of the sixth hour of the day. 
Apparently, halakha is not derived from the conduct of Abraham. 


HALAKHA 


The time for circumcision — ke) pat: The entire day is ap- 
propriate for performance of the mitzva of circumcision, but 
it is preferable to perform it early in the day (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 262:1). 


When Passover eves occur on Shabbat eve - ones ray bn 


daily afternoon offering is slaughtered at six and a half hours 
of the day and sacrificed at seven and a half hours. This was 
done to accommodate the great number of Paschal lambs, 
all of which needed to be slaughtered and roasted before the 
beginning of Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 1:5). 
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The Gemara rejects this: What is the difficulty? 

Perhaps the walls of the Temple begin to blacken only at sixand a 
half hours of the day because they are not perfectly aligned." The 
Temple walls were broad at the bottom and gradually narrowed 
as they reached the top; therefore, the upper part of the wall did 
not cast a shadow on the wall opposite it until six and a half hours 
of the day. 

Or, alternatively, it is different with regard to Abraham because 
there was great knowledge of astronomy [itztagninut]" in his 
heart. He was able to precisely calculate the movements of the 
heavenly bodies and was therefore able to discern immediately 
after noon that the sun had begun its descent. Others require a half 
hour to be certain that the descent of the sun has begun. 

Or, alternatively Abraham was different because he was an Elder 
and sat and studied Torah in a yeshiva," where the Divine Pres- 
ence rests. There he developed the expertise to determine the 
precise hour. As Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: From 
the days of our ancestors, yeshiva never left them. Our ancestors 
were leaders of their generations, who taught Torah to students 
who came to them. 


When they were in Egypt there was a yeshiva with them, as it is 
stated: “Go and gather the Elders of Israel” (Exodus 3:16), indicat- 
ing that there were Sages among them who studied Torah. And 
similarly, when they were in the desert, there was a yeshiva with 
them, as it is stated: “Gather for me seventy men from the Elders 
of Israel” (Numbers 11:16). Abraham our Patriarch was himself an 
Elder and would sit in yeshiva, as it is stated: “And Abraham was 
old, advanced in years” (Genesis 24:1). From the apparent redun- 
dancy of the terms old and advanced in years, it is derived that old 
means that he was a wise Elder and prominent in Torah, and ad- 
vanced in years means that he was elderly. Similarly, Isaac our Patri- 
arch was an Elder and sat in yeshiva, as it is stated: “And it came 
to pass when Isaac was old and his eyes were dim” (Genesis 27:1). 
Similarly, Jacob our Patriarch was an Elder and sat in yeshiva, as it 
is stated: “And Israel’s eyes were heavy with age” (Genesis 48:10)." 


Eliezer, servant of Abraham, was an Elder and sat in yeshiva, as it 
is stated: “And Abraham said to his servant, the elder of his house- 
hold, who ruled over all he had” (Genesis 24:2). Rabbi Elazar said: 
The verse means that he had mastery over the Torah of his master, 
having gained proficiency in all of the Torah of Abraham. That is the 
meaning of the verse: 
(Genesis 15:2). Rabbi Elazar said: The word Dammesek is a contrac- 
tion of he who draws [doleh] and gives drink [mashke] to others 
from his master’s Torah. 


Apropos the previous statement, the Gemara cites that Rav said: 
Abraham our Patriarch fulfilled the entire Torah before it was 
given, as it is stated: “Because [ekev] Abraham hearkened to My 
voice and kept My charge, My mitzvot, My statutes and My Torahs” 
(Genesis 26:5). Rav Shimi bar Hiyya said to Rav: And say that the 
verse means that he fulfilled only the seven Noahide mitzvot and 
not the entire Torah. The Gemara asks: But isn’t there also circum- 
cision that Abraham clearly observed, which is not one of the Noa- 
hide laws? Apparently, Abraham fulfilled more than just those seven. 
The Gemara asks: And say that he fulfilled only the seven mitzvot 
and circumcision. Rav said to him: If so, why do I need the con- 
tinuation of the verse, that Abraham kept: My mitzvot and my 
Torah? That is a clear indication that he fulfilled mitzvot beyond the 
seven Noahide mitzvot, and apparently fulfilled the entire Torah. 


Rav said, and some say Rav Ashi said: Abraham our Patriarch 
fulfilled the entire Torah, even the mitzva of the joining of cooked 
foods," a rabbinic ordinance instituted later, as it is stated: My 
Torahs. Since the term is in the plural, it indicates that Abraham kept 
two Torahs; one, the Written Torah, and one, the Oral Torah. In 
the course of fulfilling the Oral Torah, he fulfilled all the details and 
parameters included therein. 


“He is Damascus [Dammesek] Eliezer” 


NOTES 


Because they are not perfectly aligned - xt own 
xw m: In most of the earlier versions of the Tal- 
mud, it says: The walls are perfectly aligned, meaning 
hey are aligned directly opposite the sun so the walls 
blackened only a while after noon (geonim; Rabbeinu 
Hananel). Rabbeinu Tam explains that the phrase: Not 
perfectly aligned, written in the version that appears in 
he Gemara here, does not refer to the walls; rather, due 
o the preponderance of people in the Temple court- 
yard sacrificing their Paschal lambs they were unable 
o concentrate on whether noon had passed. Therefore, 
hey waited a bit to be certain that the time had indeed 
passed. That is the reason that the Gemara contrasts 
heir practice with that of Abraham, who was an Elder 
and wise and was able to focus on the position of the 
sun (Sefer HaYashar). 


Astronomy [itztagninut] — myaaex*x: Although the 
etymology of this term is unclear, it refers to knowledge 
of the stars and constellations, both in the sense of the 
science of astronomy and in the sense of astrology, i.e., 
prediction of the future based on constellations. In this 
context, it is refers to expertise in the field of astronomy 
that includes knowledge of the precise times of sunrise 
and sunset and the ability to determine the times of 
midday and midnight. 


He was an Elder and sat and studied Torah in a ye- 
shiva - Awa AW Pt: Abraham was able to calculate 
imes precisely because he sat in the yeshiva undis- 
urbed (Rabbi Elyakim). Others explain that Abraham 
was worried lest he become preoccupied with his stu- 
dents, and therefore he made certain to pray at the first 
halakhically permitted opportunity (Siah Yitzhak). 


Old...heavy with age — tpit 1923...1pt: Even though 
he verses cited here refer to the advanced age of the 
Patriarchs, clearly these verses do not come to disparage 
hem by asserting that they were frail. The point of these 
verses is that their eyes were heavy with age from their 


Torah study (Ritva). 


The joining of cooked foods - powan vy: Tosafot 
Yeshanim raise the question: Why did the Gemara choose 
o illustrate this point with the example of the joining of 
cooked foods? The Ritva explains that it was chosen be- 
cause although it is not obligatory and serves merely as a 
reminder of the sanctity of Shabbat, Abraham observed 
that mitzva as well. Others explain that the Gemara is 
alluding to Abraham's efforts to disseminate the belief 
in the Creator, to which he devoted his life. Belief in the 
Creator is the essence of Shabbat. The Vilna Gaon sug- 
gests a variant reading: Joining of Shabbat boundaries. 
He derives this from the word ekev in the verse; in this 
context it means because, but it can also mean heel, 
alluding to a mitzva connected to walking (Yefe Finayim). 


3913p: PEREK IIl-28B 139 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Rises like a staff - pn ayy sann: In the image the 
moon's reflection on the water illustrates the notion that 
moonlight does not spread the same way sunlight does. 


Moon rising over a body of water 


Spreading hides - niriy min): The practice of drying 
hides in the sun still exists in some regions of the world 
where hides are processed in a similar fashion to the process 
in talmudic times. 


Hides drying in the sun in an African village 


HALAKHA =—-W¥-W¥______- 
Kneading dough for matza - nix nw: Matza dough 
may not be kneaded in the sun, and on a cloudy day it is 
prohibited to knead matza dough outside at all because it 
is difficult to distinguish between sun and shade. This ruling 
follows the statements of Rava and Rav Pappa. One should 
refrain from kneading matza dough even under an open 
window, lest he fail to notice that the dough was exposed 
to diffuse sunlight on a cloudy day.. 


NOTES 


The hazy light of the sun — xwrw7 xam: There is a vari- 
ant reading of this phrase that has zihara, meaning light, 
instead of zuhama, meaning haze. The geonim explain that 
the heat from the sun is greater in a place that was warmed 
by sunlight and now stands in the shade than it is in a spot 
in direct sunlight. 


Dazzling sunlight - xww paw: The geonim explain 
that a person who walks from a sunlit spot into a dark room 
is blinded more than he would be in direct sunlight. 
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§ It was taught in the mishna that Matya ben Shmuel says that 
the appointed priest asks: Is the entire eastern sky illuminated 
even to Hebron? And he says: Yes. The Gemara asks: Who said 
yes? If we say it is that person who is standing on the roof, does 
he dream and also interpret his dream? Is it reasonable that the 
one asking the question answers it? Rather, say that it was that 
person who is standing on the ground who said yes. From 
where does he know that the sky is illuminated such that he is 
able to answer yes? 


The Gemara suggests two possible solutions: If you wish, say it 
was that person who is standing on the ground who answered 

yes, and if you wish, say it was that person who is standing on 

the roof who answered. If you wish, say that the person who is 

standing on the roof said: The entire eastern sky is illumi- 
nated. And that person who is standing on the ground said to 

him: Has it illuminated even to Hebron? And he who is standing 
on the roof said to him: Yes. 


And if you wish, say instead that the person who is standing on 
the ground said: Is the entire eastern sky illuminated? And he 
who is standing on the roof said to him: Do you mean that it is 
illuminated even to Hebron? And he who is standing on the 
ground said to him: Yes, that is what I mean. 


§ The mishna asks: And why did they need to ascertain this? 
The mishna answered that there was an incident where they 
confused the light of the moon with the light of the rising sun 
and slaughtered the daily morning offering too early. The Ge- 
mara asks: And are sunlight and moonlight mistaken for one 
another? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi says: A column of the light of the moon is not similar to a 
column ofthe light ofthe sun; a column of the light of the moon 
rises like a staff’ in one column while a column of the light of 
the sun diffuses to here and to there? The Gemara answers that 
the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: It was a cloudy day, and 
then even the moonlight diffuses to here and to there, which 
caused them to err and believe that it was the rising sun. Rav 
Pappa said: Learn from this statement of Rabbi Yishmael that 
a cloudy day is similar to a completely sunny day because the 
sunlight is further diffused by the clouds. 


The Gemara asks: What are the practical ramifications of the 
statement that a cloudy day is similar to a completely sunny day? 
The Gemara explains: The ramifications are with regard to 
spreading hides’ to dry them. On a cloudy day, wherever the 
hides are placed they will be exposed to sunlight. Alternatively, 
the ramifications are according to that which Rava taught with 
regard to matza: A woman may neither knead dough for matza” 
for Passover in the light of the sun nor may she prepare the 
dough with hot water heated in the sun. On a cloudy day, one 
may not knead the dough anywhere outside since the light of the 
sun is diffused everywhere. 


Apropos a cloudy day, the Gemara cites that Rav Nahman said: 
The hazy light of the sun" through the clouds is more damaging 
than the light of the sun itself. And your mnemonic is the cov- 
er ofa jar of vinegar: As long as the jar is tightly closed, the odor 
of the vinegar does not spread and it intensifies. Even the slight- 
est opening in the lid releases an odor more powerful than the 
odor generated by vinegar that was not sealed in a jar. The same 
is true with regard to the rays of the sun. With regard to sunlight 
that is obscured behind clouds, when it escapes through breaks 
in the clouds it is more powerful than direct sunlight. Dazzling 
sunlight," which shines through cracks in the clouds, is more 
harmful to the eyes than direct sunlight. And your mnemonic 
is a drip; water that drips on a person is more bothersome than 
water in which one completely immerses his body. 
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Thoughts of transgression are worse than transgression’ itself, 
and your mnemonic is the odor of meat. The smell of roasting 
meat is more appetizing than actually eating the meat. The heat of 
the end of summer is more oppressive than the heat of the sum- 
mer itself, and your mnemonic is a heated oven. After an oven 
has been heated several times in the course of a day, lighting it 
again, even slightly, will produce powerful heat. So too, at the end 
of the summer, since everything is hot, the heat is more oppressive. 


A fever in the winter is more powerful than a fever in the sum- 
mer, and your mnemonic is a cold oven. Heating a cold oven 

requires greater heat than heating a hot oven. A fever that succeeds 

in raising the body temperature in the winter must be more pow- 
erful than a fever that raises the body temperature in the summer. 
Relearning old material that was known and forgotten is more 

difficult than learning from new material. And your mnemonic 

is mixing mortar from mortar." It is harder to take hardened 

mortar, crush it, and mix new mortar than it is to simply mix new 

mortar. 


Apropos moonlight and sunlight discussed previously, Rabbi 
Abbahu said: What is the rationale for the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi" that sunlight diffuses and in that sense is 
dissimilar to moonlight? It is as it is written: “For the leader, 
about the morning hind” (Psalms 22:1); just as the antlers of a 
hind’ branch out to here and to there, so too, the light of dawn 
diffuses to here and to there. 


In tractate Megilla, the Gemara states that Queen Esther pro- 
phetically recited this Psalm in reference to her situation as she 
was about to come before King Ahasuerus without being sum- 
moned. Rabbi Zeira said: Why is Esther likened to a hind? It is 
to tell you: Just as in the case of a hind its womb is narrow and 
it is desirable to its mate at each and every hour like it is at the 
first hour, so too, Esther was desirable to Ahasuerus at each and 
every hour like she was at the first hour. Rabbi Asi said: Why 
was Esther likened to the dawn? It is to tell you: Just as the dawn 
is the conclusion of the entire night, so too, Esther was the 
conclusion of all miracles performed for the entire Jewish people. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the miracle of Hanukkah, which 
was performed many years later? The Gemara answers: It is true 
that additional miracles were performed after the miracle of Pu- 
rim; however, it is with regard to miracles for which permission 
was granted to write them in the Bible that we are saying that the 
miracle of Purim was the last one. The Gemara asks: That works 
out well according to the one who said: Permission was granted 
to write the Scroll of Esther in the Bible as a book whose sanctity 
equals that of the other books of the Bible. However, according 
to the one who said: Permission was not granted to write the 
Scroll of Esther in the Bible, and its sanctity does not reach the 
level of the other books of the Bible, what can be said? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, Purim was not the conclusion of 
all miracles performed for the entire Jewish people, and the one 
who holds that permission was not granted for the Scroll of Esther 
to be written establishes the analogy between Esther and the hind 
in accordance with the statement that Rabbi Binyamin bar Yefet 
said that Rabbi Elazar said; as Rabbi Binyamin bar Yefet said 
that Rabbi Elazar said: Why are the prayers of the righteous 
likened to a hind? It is to tell you: Just as with regard to a hind, 
as long as it grows its antlers they continue to branch out; so too, 
with regard to the righteous, as long as they engage more in 
prayer their prayer is heard. 


NOTES 


Thoughts of transgression are worse than transgres- 
sion = AYIYA Wp Vay NAW: Unspecified transgression 
in the Talmud refers to licentiousness, and thoughts about 
transgression refers to thoughts of that sort. Rashi and the 
Rid explain that the reference here is not to the relative 
severity of thought versus action; rather, it means that the 
degree of stimulation in anticipating this transgression is 
greater than it is during its actual performance. Other com- 
mentaries explain that the reference is in fact to the relative 
severity of thought versus action. Some contend that be- 
cause thoughts of transgression transpire in the mind, the 
damage that they cause is greater than the damage caused 
by actually engaging in sin, which merely involves the body 
(Rambam’s Guide for the Perplexed). Some commentaries 
say that thoughts of transgression are more available and 
herefore more common than the transgression itself, and 
herefore they cause greater damage (Beer Mayim Hayyim). 
Another explanation is that after actually performing the 
ransgression the transgressor's desire is satisfied, and there- 
ore he might be open to repentance; however, thoughts 
of transgression provide no such satisfaction and therefore 
repentance is less likely (Or HaHayyim). Yet another explana- 
ion cites the general distinction between transgressions 
committed intentionally and those committed unwittingly 
o underscore the significance of one’s thoughts in deter- 
mining the severity of a transgression (Ben Yehoyada). 


Mortar from mortar — KIY 33 KYY: Some Commentaries 
explain that it is difficult to mix earth that was kneaded 
into mortar with unkneaded earth. Similarly, it is difficult to 
integrate knowledge that was forgotten with knowledge 
hat one remembers well (geonim). 


What is the rationale for the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi - +377 xayD xa: Many commentaries point out 
hat raising this question with regard to facts is rare, as facts 
can be ascertained through observation. Some explain that 
support was sought for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
rom a verse because the matter is subject to dispute in the 
Tosefta (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). Others explain that 
he Gemara is asking: What is the novelty in the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and what can be learned from it? 
The novelty is in the interpretation of the verses of the Psalm 
with regard to the morning hind, and why it is interpreted 
as referring to dawn (Mahari Pik). 


BACKGROUND 
Antlers of a hind - mong p: The antlers of deer, typically 
males, branch out into different segments. Deer typically 
shed their antlers each year, and when the antlers grow 
back they include an additional segment. 


Red deer stag with newly forming antlers during the spring 
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NOTES 
Is there no alternative to having the service performed by 
the High Priest -bim ae) wht ND xd: Although it is possible 
that the High Priest was involved in this incident, if there is no 
significance to his participation, there would be no point to 
mentioning it (Ritva). 


On Yom Kippur - 037 Diva: According to Rambam, this er- 
ror occurred twice; once during the second half of the month, 
when they were confused by the moonlight because then 
the moon rises in the east, and once on Yom Kippur for a 
different reason. 


BACKGROUND 

The moon on Yom Kippur — O53 Bia MY: There is no fixed 
time for the rising of the moon; rather, it varies each day of the 
lunar cycle. During the first half of the month the moon rises in 
the east between the afternoon and dusk, and it can be seen 
in the west in the morning. In the latter part of the month the 
moon rises in the east at the end of the night. Therefore, it 
would have been impossible for them to have seen the moon 
rising in the east on the morning of Yom Kippur. 


Perek III 
Daf29 Amud b 


— NOTES —— 
Both during the day and at night - nya paoa pa: Many 
variant readings of the Talmud omit this passage. Indeed, ac- 
cording to some commentaries, the phrase: Items sacrificed at 
night, refers to the oil of the candelabrum, which is kindled at 
night and is consecrated only at night. Items that are sacrificed 
both during the day and at night include meal offerings or li- 
bations that are sacrificed independently of their offerings and 
which may be consecrated and sacrificed at any time (Me'iri). 


Sufficiently consecrated to be disqualified - boar) winp: 

There are several aspects to the sanctity that takes effect onan 
object in the Temple. There is a positive aspect of the sanctity 
in that the animal, meal-offering, or libation is consecrated 

o God and may be sacrificed on the altar. The consecrated 

status of these objects also means that they are subject even 
o fourth-degree ritual impurity. They can become impure 
hrough contact with individuals lacking atonement whose 
purification process is not yet complete, and they are disquali- 
fied if taken out of the confines of the sacred area. This second 
orm of sanctity is sanctity sufficient to be disqualified, unre- 
ated to the positive sanctity that takes effect on the same item. 
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§ The mishna relates that as a result of the confusion, they slaugh- 
tered the daily offering before dawn. The Gemara asks: When did 
this incident occur? If we say it occurred during the rest of the 
days of the year, is there no alternative to having the service 
performed by the High Priest?’ The mishna states that after 
slaughtering the daily offering, they led the High Priest down to 
the Hall of Immersion. On all the other days of the year, the High 
Priest need not perform the service and it may be performed by a 
common priest. Rather, it must be that this incident occurred on 
Yom Kippur," when the service is performed exclusively by the 
High Priest. However, in that case, is there moonlight?” According 
to the lunar cycle, the moon never rises in the east adjacent to 
dawn on Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara answers that this is what the mishna is saying: The 
incident occurred during the rest of the year, at which point they 
instituted that the appointed priest announce the arrival of dawn 
in the Temple. And on Yom Kippur, when the appointed priest 
said: The light flashed, they immediately led the High Priest 
down to the Hall of Immersion. 


Apropos this fundamental halakha, the father of Rabbi Avin 
taught a baraita: Not only this, that a daily offering slaughtered 

before dawn is disqualified and burned, did they say; rather, even 
in the case of the pinching of the neck ofa bird and the taking of 
the handful of a meal-offering that are performed at night, these 

items must be burned. The Gemara analyzes the baraita: Granted, 
a bird sacrificed as a burnt-offering is disqualified if pinched be- 
fore dawn; what was, was. The situation can no longer be reme- 
died, and the bird must be burned. However, why should the 

handful of a meal-offering be burned? 


Let us restore the handful that was removed from the meal- 
offering at night, and let us again take a handful during the day. 
Why must the meal-offering be burned? The Gemara explains: He 

taught the baraita that he received through tradition, and he said 

its explanation. Service vessels, which are sacred, consecrate their 
contents even when those contents are not placed in the vessel at 

the appointed time for that service. Once the handful is placed in 

the sacred vessel, the sanctity of the handful immediately takes 

effect and the situation can no longer be remedied. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a 
baraita. This is the principle: Any offering that is sacrificed dur- 
ing the day is consecrated by being sacrificed during the day; 
and any offering that is sacrificed at night is consecrated only 
at night; and any offering that is sacrificed both during the day 
and at night is consecrated both during the day and at night." 
In any case, it is teaching that any offering that is sacrificed 
during the day is consecrated during the day. One learns by 
inference: During the day, yes, it is consecrated; at night, no, it 
is not consecrated. Apparently, the handful of the meal-offering 
is not consecrated before dawn, which poses a difficulty to the 
explanation of Rabbi Avin’s father. The Gemara answers: Perhaps 
the inference from the baraita means that when it is not sacrificed 
at its appointed time it is not sufficiently consecrated to be sac- 
rificed on the altar; however, it is sufficiently consecrated to be 
disqualified." 
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Rabbi Zeira raised an objection to the principle of the father of 
Rabbi Avin based on what was taught in a mishna: Ifa priest arranged 
the bread and the vessels of frankincense that accompany the shew- 
bread on the golden table after Shabbat," on Sunday instead of on 
Shabbat, then even though he burned the frankincense that was in 
the vessels on Shabbat, they are disqualified." That is because the 
bread was not arranged at its appointed time and therefore will not 
be arranged on the table for the requisite seven days. 


How shall he proceed to prevent its disqualification? He should not 
remove it, but rather he should leave the shewbread on the table to 
be removed the following Shabbat, as even if the bread remained 
on the table for many days, that does not matter. Then, on the fol- 
lowing Shabbat, he arranges and places the shewbread in the appro- 
priate manner. And according to the opinion of the father of Rabbi 
Avin, why is this remedy effective? If service vessels consecrate their 
contents even when those contents are not placed there at the ap- 
pointed time, once the bread was placed on the table after Shabbat it 
is consecrated and disqualified. 


Rava said: Rabbi Zeira, who raises the objection, raises the objec- 
tion well. And the father of Rabbi Avin is also stating a baraita. 
Therefore, his opinion cannot be dismissed. At the same time, the 
contradiction between the baraita and the mishna must be resolved. 
And the tanna of the baraita maintains: A service performed at night 
is not considered premature. If there is a requirement to perform a 
certain action during the day but one performed it the night before, 
it is not considered as though he did not perform it at its appointed 
time, because the day and the night before it are considered a single 
unit. Therefore, placing the shewbread on the table before dawn 
disqualifies it. However, a service performed a day earlier is consid- 
ered premature. Therefore, the table does not consecrate shewbread 
placed on it a day before Shabbat, and all the more so a week before 
Shabbat. 


If a service performed at night is not considered premature, when 
Shabbat evening arrives, the arrangement of bread remaining on the 
table should be consecrated and disqualified when morning comes, 
because it was arranged at night. Ravina said: It is referring to a case 
where one removed the shewbread from the table before nightfall 
on Friday night to prevent consecration and disqualification. Mar 
Zutra, and some say Rav Ashi, said: Even if you say that one did 
not remove the shewbread before nightfall, since he arranged the 
shewbread not in accordance with the procedure dictated by its 
mitzva as it was not at its appointed time, its legal status becomes as 
if a monkey’ arranged the shewbread." At dawn, the priest will re- 
move it from the table and replace it in accordance with the procedure 
dictated by its mitzva. However, with regard to a meal-offering whose 
handful was placed into a sacred vessel and shewbread that was placed 
on the table before dawn, they are not considered premature. They 
are therefore consecrated and disqualified. 


The mishna continues: This was the principle in the Temple: Any- 
one who covers his legs, a euphemism for defecating, must immerse 
afterward; and anyone who urinates requires sanctification of the 
hands and feet with water from the basin afterward. The Gemara asks: 
Granted, one who urinates is required to sanctify his feet, due to 
drops of urine that drip on his feet. However, with regard to his 
hands, what is the reason that he is required to sanctify them? His 
hands did not come into contact with anything filthy. Rabbi Abba 
said: That is to say that one learns appropriate conduct from this, 
namely that 


He arranged the bread...they are disqualified - nx 11D 
abaps...onbn: In a note on Rashi’s commentary, apparently by 
one of his disciples or Rabbeinu Tam, this halakha is expunged 
because the shewbread can still be salvaged, and it is not dis- 
qualified when placed at an inappropriate time. However, some 
commentaries write that disqualified here does not refer to 


NOTES 
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HALAKHA 
Bread that was arranged after Shabbat - 115w ond 
naw ant: Both the shewbread and the accompanying 
vessels of frankincense that were placed on the table after 
Shabbat should be left on the table until the next week, 
at which point the incense should be burned (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:13). 


BACKGROUND 
Monkey — 417: Monkeys and apes are the most intelligent 
animals. Unlike apes, monkeys usually have tails. It seems 
that the default reference to a monkey in the Talmud 
refers to one of the tailed species, especially baboons, 
since these were often reared in ancient times. 


Olive baboon 


the bread but to the frankincense in the vessels accompany- 
ing the bread. Once this incense is burned before its time, it 
is completely disqualified (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 


As if a monkey arranged the shewbread — ipa iw ina: 
The Gemara is explained as follows: If the arrangement of the 


shewbread was placed intentionally at an inappropriate time, 
the placement is significant, and the bread is consecrated and 
disqualified. However, since when the point of disqualification, 
Shabbat evening, arrives, the bread was arranged on the table, 
its status is as if it appeared there on its own rather than being 
placed there by the priest (Ritva). 
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NOTES 
Rav Pappa said — x35 37 Ware: Rav Pappa's statement relates 
primarily to the halakhot of reci ing Shema, but it is cited here 
to explain why a person who defecates must immerse. The 


reason is that some excrement might have remained in its 
place (Siah Yitzhak). 


As it was stated...Rav Huna...Rav Hisda — ...43171 31... VOX 
xD IN: Most commentaries hold that the question raised 
against the opinion of Rav Pappa is based on Rav Huna’s opin- 
ion. That is why the halakha is ruled in accordance with his 
opinion. However, according to Rashi, the question is based on 
the opinions of both Sages and therefore cannot be cited as a 
determining factor in establishing the halakha. 


HALAKHA 


Excrement in its place — mpg mix: For one who has excre- 
ment in its place, in his anus, it is prohibited to recite Shema 
even if it is not visible when he stands. If he does recite Shema 
in those circumstances, he is required to recite it again (Mishna 
Berura). However, he is permitted to recite Shema if the excre- 
ment is not visible at all (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 76:5). 


Excrement on his skin - iwa by mix: Some permit reciting 
Shema for one with excrement on his skin that is covered by 
his garments, or for one who reaches his hand into a lavatory 
in which there is no odor, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Huna (Rif; Rosh). However, others prohibit doing so, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Rabbeinu Hananel; 
Or Zarua). Some permit reciting Shema when the excrement 
is covered by his flesh and not when it is covered by garments 
(Rosh; Rabbeinu Yona). With the exception of exigent circum- 
stances (Mishna Berura), one should adopt the stringent ruling 
in this matter (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 76:4). 


A halakha with regard to a meal - 7yba maha: If a group 
was sharing a meal and one left to urinate, he is required to 
wash the hand used to rub the drops away. To avoid suspicion, 
he should wash his hands before the other participants in the 
meal. If he neither rubbed away any drops nor touched an 
unclean place, he need not wash (Rema, citing Hagahot Oshri). 
These halakhot apply if the individual reenters with the inten- 
ion of drinking; however, if he intends to eat he is required 
o wash both hands. If he left to talk to a friend and was out 
or some time he should wash both hands upon his return 
because he was distracted (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 17071). 


BACKGROUND 
Jug — mv: This term refers to a round earthenware jug with 
an attached lid. This vessel was used both as a container and 
for washing one's hands. 


Ancient earthenware jug from the eighth century BCE 
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it is a mitzva to brush the drops of urine from one’s legs so that 
they cannot be seen. Since one rubs it with his hands, his hands 

require sanctification as well. The Gemara comments: This sup- 
ports the opinion of Rabbi Ami, as Rabbi Ami said: It is pro- 
hibited for a man to go out with the drops of urine that are on 

his legs, because he appears as one whose penis has been sev- 
ered. A man with that condition is incapable of fathering children. 
People who see urine on his legs might suspect that he is suffering 
from that condition and spread rumors about his children that 
they are mamzerim. Therefore, one must be certain to brush the 

drops of urine from his legs. 


Apropos the above discussion the Gemara cites that Rav Pappa 
said: For one with excrement in its place," in the anus, it is 
prohibited to recite Shema until he removes it. What are the 
circumstances? If it is excrement that is visible, it is obvious 
that he cannot recite Shema, as there is excrement on his skin." 
Ifit is excrement that is not visible, and it is inside his body, how 
can Rav Pappa rule that he may not recite Shema? The Torah was 
not given to the ministering angels, and one’s body cannot be 
totally free of excrement. The Gemara answers: No, it is neces- 
sary to prohibit the recitation of Shema only ina situation where 
when he is sitting it is visible, and when he is standing it is not 
visible. 


The Gemara asks: If so, in what way is that different from excre- 
ment on his flesh? As it was stated in a case where one has excre- 
ment on his flesh or that his hands were placed into a bathroom 

that Rav Huna said: It is nevertheless permitted to recite Shema. 
And Rav Hisda" said: It is prohibited to recite Shema in those 

cases. The Gemara rejects this: The situations are not comparable. 
There is no dispute that excrement in its place is more severe, as 

in the anus the filth is great because it is new and malodorous. 
And ifit is not in its place, its filth is not great, as it is dried and 

less malodorous. It is with regard to that situation that there is an 

amoraic dispute. 


The Gemara proceeds to discuss a related topic. The Sages taught 
a halakha with regard to a meal" in a baraita: A person who 
exits a meal to urinate washes one of his hands, the one that he 
used to brush off drops of urine, and enters to resume the meal. 
If one left, spoke with another, and lingered outside, he washes 
both of his hands and enters to resume the meal. Presumably, 
during the lengthy conversation he was distracted from maintain- 
ing the cleanliness of his hands, requiring him to wash his hands 
again. And when one washes his hands for the meal he should 
not wash them outside and then enter, due to the concern that 
doing so will arouse suspicion that he did not wash his hands. 
Rather, he enters and sits in his place and washes both his 
hands, and returns the jug’ of water to pass among the guests 
and ask if anyone requires water, to make certain that everyone 
is aware that he washed his hands. 


Rav Hisda said: We said this principle with regard to making 
certain that one washes his hands in public only when he enters 
to drink; however, if he enters and intends to eat he may even 
wash his hands outside and enter. Why is this so? It is because 
it is well known that he is fastidious and would not handle food 
without cleaning urine and the like off his hands. Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said: And I can even wash my hands outside when 
I intend only to drink, because they know that I am fastidious 
and that I certainly washed my hands before I entered to eat. 
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d h l 
MISHNA“ person does not enter t e ae e 


courtyard for the Temple service," even 
if he is pure, until he immerses." Five immersions" and ten 
sanctifications the High Priest immerses and sanctifies his 
hands and feet, respectively, on the day of Yom Kippur. And all 
of these immersions and sanctifications take place in the sacred 
area," the Temple courtyard, on the roof of the Hall of Parva, 
except for this first immersion alone." As that immersion is not 
unique to Yom Kippur, it may be performed outside the court- 
yard. They spread a sheet of fine linen between him and the 
people’ in the interest of modesty, and then the High Priest 
immersed and sanctified his hands and feet. 


G E M ARA They asked ben Zoma with regard to 


this immersion: Why is it arequirement 
for anyone who enters to perform the Temple service? He said 
to them: Just as one who moves from service in one sacred area 
to service in another sacred area," i.e., the High Priest on Yom 
Kippur, who moves from one service to another in the Temple 
courtyard and the Sanctuary; and likewise one who moves from 
service in an area that one who enters while impure is punished 
by karet, the courtyard, to service in another area that one who 
enters impure is punished by karet, the Sanctuary or the Holy 
of Holies, requires immersion; so too, with regard to one who 
moves from anon-sacred area to a sacred area, and from a place 
that one who enters while impure is not punished by karet to a 
place that one who enters while impure is punished by karet, is 
it not right that he require immersion? This first immersion was 
instituted for purposes of sanctity rather than purity. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: It is an ancillary immersion, which is not 
a mitzva, instituted so that one will remember any old impu- 
rity that he contracted and withdraw. In the course of immer- 
sion, he will remember if he was exposed to a source of seven-day 
impurity and will refrain from serving in the Temple. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do ben Zoma 
and Rabbi Yehuda, who provided two different rationales for the 
immersion, disagree? 


NOTES 


Entering the courtyard for service - mjia mgh D2): 

Rashi’s explanation, which appears in the Jerusalem Talmud, 

is that immersion is required not only as preparation for 
service; rather, even one who enters the courtyard with no 
intention of serving must immerse. Other commentaries 
explain that the plain meaning of the mishna must be ob- 
served, and immersion is required only as a prelude to service. 
Still, even one who enters the courtyard with no intention to 
serve might be called upon to participate in some sacred act 
associated with the service, like slaughtering, and therefore 
must immerse in any case (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Except for this alone - aa ina yim: The early commentaries 
point out that the five immersions of the High Priest on Yom 
Kippur are a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. How, 
then, could the legal status of the first of the immersions be 
different from the others and even be considered distinct 
from the service of the day (Rashi; Rambam)? They answer 


that although the tradition of five immersions is from Sinai, 
their location and timing was not mandated. Therefore, the 
ruling that the first immersion is unlike the others and may 
be performed in a non-sacred area poses no problem (Yad 
Yeuda; Katit LaMaor). 


One who moves from one sacred area to another sacred 
area — wind wip mawT: Some commentaries explain 
that this is a reference to the High Priest's change of gar- 
ments, since he removes one set of sacred garments and 
dons another set of sacred garments. This understanding 
clearly distinguishes this phrase from the phrase that fol- 
lows: One who moves from an area punishable by karet to 
an area punishable by karet, which refers to places in the 
Temple. According to the interpretation that appears in the 
Gemara, the second phrase seems redundant (Josefot Rid; 
Tosafot Yeshanim). 


HALAKHA =—W¥—W¥-_¥___- 
Immersion before entering the courtyard — 7D"2377 23 mya 
TYY: One may not enter the courtyard for service without first 


immersing, even if he is pure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:4). 


Five immersions — nav wnn: During the Yom Kippur ser- 
vice, the High Priest immerses five times and sanctifies his hands 
and feet ten times (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 2:2). 


All take place in the sacred area - wtipa the: All the immer- 
sions that the High Priest performs on Yom Kippur take place in 
the sacred area. The first immersion is an exception and may be 
done in a non-sacred area, as it is merely an ancillary immersion 
so that one will remember any old impurity that he might have 
contracted and, if relevant, refrain from serving in the Temple, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HakKippurim 2:3). 


BACKGROUND 
They spread a sheet of fine linen between him and the people - 
oya pabiva ya bw me DYR: 


Spreading of the linen sheet 
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HALAKHA =——¥—_____- 
A High Priest who did not immerse - bap Kow bina ia: If 
a High Priest did not immerse when changing his garments, 
or did not sanctify his hands and feet when changing his gar- 
ments, his service is still valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 2:3). 


A priest who did not sanctify his hands and feet — Kow ine) 
von YP wap: A priest who served in the Temple without 
sanctifying his hands and feet at all that day receives the 
death penalty at the hands of Heaven and his service is in- 
valid. This applies to both a High Priest and a common priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:1). 


The immersion of the leper - pix nyw: On the eighth 
day of his purification process, the leper comes to the Tem- 
ple, where he performs an additional immersion before his 
offerings are sacrificed. This ruling is in accordance with an 
unattributed mishna in tractate Nega'im and the Gemara 
here (see Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 41). 


The leper at the Gate of Nicanor — 13) wwa yqin: The 
eper concludes his process of purification by standing out- 
side the Israelite courtyard near the eastern entrance, on 
he threshold of the Gate of Nicanor. He is purified there 
by having the blood of his guilt-offering and oil smeared 
on his thumb and big toe (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 


NOTES 
And the one who grasps [ka'arei] this baraita as a con- 
tradiction to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, in what manner 
does he grasp it - 7y NNP Na ab NPT: In explaining 
the literal translation of this phrase, the Arukh states that 
the term kaarei should be spelled with an ayin instead of 
an aleph, and the phrase means: And the one who mixed 
these matters together, for what purpose did he do so? Most 
commentaries explain that the term in this context refers to a 
particular type of question that challenges another question 
whose answer is obvious. In that situation the Gemara asks 
what was the thought process behind the original question. 


Because the Gemara wants to raise a contradiction be- 
tween another baraita and this baraita - ya X97 Dwi 
aby TINK xan: Some commentaries explain that this 
style of discourse in the Gemara came about in the follow- 
ing manner: One of the Sages in the study hall sought to 
raise a contradiction between two baraitot. However, since 
hat topic was not under discussion in the study hall at that 
ime, that Sage was forced to tie his question to the matter 
hat was under discussion: The dispute between ben Zoma 
and Rabbi Yehuda. Although the solution to the preliminary 
question was obvious, it served as a segue to the actual 
problem that he sought to raise (Joledot Yitzhak). 


The purification of the leper - ytixia mw: After the priest 
determines that a leper is certainly afflicted with leprosy, 
he is required to reside outside the settled area until he is 
cured. When he believes that his condition has abated he 
comes before the priest, who verifies that he is healed. He 
hen counts seven days, during which he remains impure 
and after which he immerses. On the eighth day he comes 
o the Temple to bring the offerings that he is required to 
sacrifice. There the priest places oil that accompanies the 
purification offerings and blood from his guilt-offering on his 
ear lobe and on his thumb and big toe. After his offerings are 
sacrificed, he is completely purified. This process is detailed 
in the Torah (see Leviticus 14:1-32) and in the mishnayot of 
tractate Nega'im. 


Not only lepers - awa pytiva x5: Some commentaries 
explain that in this source, Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion is not 
mentioned at all. The baraita states that the leper immerses, 
as do all others who enter the courtyard (Peirush Kadmon). 
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It is with regard to whether the Temple service is desecrated and 
disqualified if the priest failed to immerse before its performance 
that they disagree. According to the opinion of ben Zoma, this 
immersion is for the purpose of sanctification and is an integral 
part of the service; consequently, ifthe priest failed to immerse he 
desecrates the service. According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
he does not desecrate the service, because the immersion is 
merely a precautionary measure. 


The Gemara wonders: And according to ben Zoma, is the service 
desecrated? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to a 
High Priest who did not immerse" and did not sanctify his hands 
and feet" between donning the golden garments and the white 
linen garments, and similarly, with regard to a High Priest who did 
not immerse between performance of one service and another 
service, his service is valid. However, both a High Priest and a 
common priest who did not sanctify his hands and feet at all in 
the morning and performed the service, his service is disquali- 
fied. If the High Priest’s failure to immerse between services does 
not desecrate the service, all the more so that failure to perform the 
first immersion would not desecrate the service, as ben Zoma de- 
rives the first immersion from the immersion of the High Priest. 
Apparently, that is not the basis of their dispute. 


Rather, it is with regard to whether one who fails to immerse be- 
fore service stands in violation of a positive mitzva that they 
disagree. According to ben Zoma, he stands in violation of a 
positive mitzva because there is a special requirement to perform 
this immersion for the purpose of sanctification. According to 
Rabbi Yehuda, he does not stand in violation of a positive mitzva. 


The Gemara wonders: And does Rabbi Yehuda hold in accordance 
with this line of reasoning? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: A leper 
on the eighth day ofhis purification, after he has already immersed 
at the end of the seventh day, immerses" again and stands at the 
Gate of Nicanor" in the Temple to bring his purification offerings 
and to have the priest sprinkle the blood of the guilt-offering and 
the oil that accompanies his purification offerings on his thumbs 
and big toes to complete the purification process. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: He does not require an additional immersion, as he already 
immersed the previous evening. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda does 
not require a special immersion in the morning to remind the 
leper of old impurity. 


The Gemara answers: In that case of the leper, the reason that no 
immersion is required in the morning is as the reason was taught 
in the baraita: As he already immersed the previous evening. That 
immersion purified him and reminded him of any old impurity that 
he might have. This is in no way connected to the matter of ancillary 
immersion. 


The Gemara asks: And the one who grasps this baraita as a contra- 
diction to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, in what manner does he grasp 

it?" The rationale for the halakha is explicit. The Gemara answers: 
Because the Gemara wants to raise a contradiction between an- 
other baraita and this baraita," and the question will be clarified 

through combination of the sources. As it was taught: Why was the 

chamber called the Chamber of the Lepers? It is because the 

lepers immerse there." Rabbi Yehuda says: It was not only lep- 
ers" that they said immerse there; rather, all people immersed 

there. Rabbi Yehuda states that lepers and others immersed in this 

chamber in the Temple, contradicting his statement in the first 

baraita that a leper does not require immersion in the Temple, as 

he immersed the evening before. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


yap wha ren apt et NWD NY 
wos bya way wI- bay ne w 
PONY NNT NT Draw IRID 

Ny NDN wba xI 


WIDDO DRIT ANY MBN N 
VOX PNR TA NADIA DI WIKT PYA 
ANT PY MYATT NDT pyi oa 

spa ny 


ony ross ch peer pe xs 
nyt by bays - KI wp xb) 
by Sap bq - xg wpa nya 
KPY DYI N) WIPO NKA NYT 

obs why MAK pytiva Kb: 207 


part op ya aa aro K» 
JY px visa - mb ath TOK? 
nin ee sti - ob ben 
bs Kby aay taba pyyisn xa 
bo mama wa yrs PIN DIN 

sme ONINI OTN 


pay 2 poi 31 wax => vox 
Nit 123 TAA att oy bot 
ysn ADPT OKT AD KPID 
aenber tne TAIT IND WTD 
TPI VAN mena WTI YTS IKO 

ENDI WITI YTS INY 


aim sad) qp 39 yay mh wyg 
it (term) TaD (TIP WK 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; this baraita is referring 
to a case where the leper immersed the evening before and need 
not immerse again; that baraita is referring to a case where the 
leper did not immerse. In that case, there was a special chamber 
where lepers could immerse. The Gemara asks: If it is a case where 
the leper did not immerse at all the previous evening, he requires 
the sun to set after his immersion to be sufficiently purified to 
enter the Temple. Rather, both this baraita and that baraita refer 
to a case where the leper immersed, but this baraita that requires 
a second immersion is in a case where he was distracted from his 
efforts to avoid impurity imparted by a corpse; that baraita that 
does not require a second immersion is in a case where he was not 
distracted. 


The Gemara asks: If he was distracted from his efforts to avoid 
impurity imparted by a corpse, it is sprinkling of purification 
waters on the third and the seventh days that he requires, not 
merely immersion. As Rabbi Dostai bar Matun said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Distraction from efforts to avoid impurity requires 
sprinkling of purification waters on the third and the seventh days. 


Rather, both this baraita and that baraita refer to a case where the 
leper was not distracted, and this is not difficult; this baraita is 
referring to a case where the leper immersed the evening before 
with the intention of entering the Temple; that baraita is referring 
to a case where the leper did not immerse in the evening with the 
intention of entering the Temple. In that case, he requires a sec- 
ond immersion for purification even to enter the sacred area. And 
if you wish, say instead: Teach the baraita with a slight emenda- 
tion: It was not lepers that they said immerse there; rather, all 
people immersed there. Rabbi Yehuda does not qualify the state- 
ment of the Rabbis but disputes it. In his opinion, lepers do not 
require immersion in the morning at all. 


In an alternative resolution of the contradiction between the state- 
ments of Rabbi Yehuda, Ravina said: In the second baraita, Rabbi 

Yehuda is stating his opinion to them according to the statement 
of the Rabbis. His statement does not reflect his opinion. Rather, 
it is a contention that he raised in the framework of his dispute with 
the Rabbis. According to my opinion, a leper does not require a 
second immersion to enter the Temple. However, according to 

your opinion, concede to me then [izi]' that it was not only lep- 
ers that they said immerse there; rather, all people immersed 
there. The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis explain their 
opinion? It answers that there is no comparison: A leper is accus- 
tomed to impurity; therefore, he could overlook other impurities 

that he may have contracted. The immersion reminds him to 

purify himself for those as well. However, all other people, who 

are not accustomed to impurity, will certainly be sensitive to and 

conscious of any impurity that they may have encountered and do 

not require a special immersion. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Let us say that the Rabbis, who disagree 
with Rabbi Yehuda with regard to immersions, hold in accor- 
dance with the opinion of ben Zoma, who maintains that this 
immersion is an obligation by Torah law for anyone entering the 
courtyard. And the fact that the dispute in the baraita is taught 
with regard to a leper, contrary to the opinion of ben Zoma, comes 
to convey the far-reaching nature of the opinion of Rabbi Yehu- 
da" that even a leper does not require immersion. Or perhaps 
fundamentally the Rabbis agree with Rabbi Yehuda; however, 
the halakha of a leper is different because he is accustomed to 
impurity," and that is why a second immersion was instituted 
for him. Rav Yosef said to him: A leper is different because he is 
accustomed to impurity. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: According to Rabbi Yehuda, who said 
the immersion is not an actual obligation but it is an ancillary 
immersion to remind the individual of old impurity, 


LANGUAGE 


Then [izi] - 18: The origin of this word is unclear. It might 
stem from the Hebrew eize, meaning which, or its etymol- 
ogy may be from Aramaic. Some suggest it is related to 
the Arabic word 13}, idha, meaning if so. It is used in the 
Babylonian Talmud to mean if so or then. 


NOTES 


To convey the far-reaching nature of the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda - mam +377 ind qutin: The usage of this 
phrase here is different from other cases, as typically this 
phrase would introduce a statement that Rabbi Yehuda 
exempts lepers from immersion and all the more so ex- 
empts others. Here, though, the emphasis of the phrase: 
The far reaching nature, is to teach that he exempts the 
leper despite the fact that he obligates others (Rav Shmuel 
Strashun). 


HALAKHA 


A leper is different because he is accustomed to impu- 
rity — ARAWI WYTT priv KW: The immersion of the 
leper on the eighth’ day i is not for purposes of purification. 

Since the leper is accustomed to impurity, the concern 

is that he might have become impure after his previous 
immersion and was distracted from it. The eighth-day 
immersion was instituted to remind him to consider if he 
was exposed to impurity (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 4:1). 
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HALAKHA 

Partial entry — nya AKA: An impure person who partially 
enters the Temple, e.g., by reaching his hands into the courtyard, 
receives lashes for rebelliousness by rabbinic law (Rambam). The 
Ra'avad disagrees and holds that the prohibition is by Torah law, 
and it is punishable by forty lashes by Torah law. The Rambam's 
ruling is based on Rabbi Abbahu's statement in tractate Zevahim, 
where the matter is disputed and is deemed prohibited at least 
by rabbinic law (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 3:18). 
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do items that are generally considered interpositions that invali- 
date an immersion interpose in this immersion, or do they not 
interpose, since the immersion is only ancillary and serves as a 
reminder? Rav Yosef said to him: All ordinances that the Sages 
instituted," they instituted parallel to Torah law. Therefore, this 
immersion by rabbinic law has the same basic parameters as 
immersion by Torah law. There may be no interposition. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Is partial entry," when one enters a 
certain place with only part ofhis body, considered entry or not? 
Rav Yosef said to him: The thumbs of the leper will prove this 
point, as the leper reaching his thumbs into the Temple consti- 
tutes partial entry, and it was taught in a baraita: A leper im- 
merses and stands at the Gate of Nicanor, indicating that im- 
mersion is required before even partial entry. A dilemma was 
raised before the Sages: What is the halakha; may an impure 
person craft a very long knife" and slaughter an animal in the 
Temple courtyard while remaining outside the courtyard? Is it 
the essence of the service that requires immersion, or is it entry 
into the courtyard that requires immersion? 


The Gemara comments: Raise the dilemma according to ben 
Zoma, who rules stringently with regard to immersion; and raise 
the dilemma according to the Rabbis" who disagree with Rab- 
bi Yehuda and do not obligate all people in this immersion. The 
Gemara elaborates: Raise the dilemma according to ben Zoma: 
Does ben Zoma require immersion only for entry inside the 
courtyard; however, for standing outside the courtyard, no, he 
does not require immersion? Or perhaps even for one standing 
outside the courtyard ben Zoma requires immersion, lest 
he inadvertently come to be drawn inside in the course of his 
service. 


Similarly, raise the dilemma according to the Rabbis, who 
disagree with Rabbi Yehuda: How so? Do the Rabbis say that 
there is no requirement of immersion only there, where he is 
not performing any Temple service; however, here, where 
he is performing service, no, they would require immersion? 
Or perhaps there is no difference, and they would not require 
immersion under any circumstances. The Gemara concludes: 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


NOTES 


All ordinances that the Sages instituted — pan ppn ba:The 
philosophy behind this statement is that the Sages institute 
only ordinances that have parallels in the Torah, so that their 
ordinances would not be perceived as completely indepen- 
dent of the Torah. Although the Sages instituted entirely new 
ordinances, they were based on various Torah regulations. 
However, the differences between the severity of Torah law 
and the relative leniency of rabbinic law remain clear. Some 
commentaries suggest that the need for this distinction ex- 
isted only with regard to tannaitic ordinances and not those 
instituted by the amora‘im, as no one would confuse their 
ordinances with Torah law (Yad Malakhi). 


Partial entry — nypa nga: The dilemma with regard to 
partial entry is not limited to the matter of immersion but is 
raised in the context of other halakhot as well. One example 
would be with regard to the liability of an impure person who 
partially enters the Temple grounds. Because the fundamental 


dilemma is not resolved, it had to be raised in the context of 
the case here and the Gemara could not rely on the discussion 
of the principle elsewhere (Gevurat Ari). 


A long knife — nany p2p: The dilemma is posed in this man- 
ner even though, practically speaking, it is difficult to imagine 
effectively slaughtering an animal with a knife of that kind. As 
is common in talmudic discourse, the Gemara merely cites the 
example to clarify a principle. 


And raise the dilemma according to the Rabbis — yan 
path: Some explain that the dilemma could be raised ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda as well (Gevurat Ari). However, it 
was unnecessary to raise the dilemma according to Rabbi 
Yehuda once it was raised according to the Rabbis. Since the 
Rabbis are more lenient than Rabbi Yehuda with regard to 
immersion, certainly the dilemma could be raised according 
to Rabbi Yehuda as well. 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: Five immersions and ten sancti- 
fications the High Priest immerses and sanctifies his hands and 
feet, respectively. The Sages taught in a baraita: Five immersions 
and ten sanctifications the High Priest immerses and sanctifies 
his hands and feet, respectively, on the day of Yom Kippur. And 
all of these immersions and sanctifications take place in the 
sacred area, the Temple courtyard, in the Hall of Parva, except 
for this first immersion, which was in the non-sacred area on the 
roof of Gate of the Water, and that gate was alongside his cham- 
ber. Abaye said: Conclude from that which was taught in this 
baraita that Ein Eitam,’ the spring from which water was supplied 
to the Temple, was twenty-three cubits" higher than the ground 
of the Temple courtyard. 


As we learned in a mishna: All the entrances that were there in 
the Temple, their height is twenty cubits and their width is 
ten cubits, except for the entrance to the Entrance Hall of the 
Sanctuary, which was twice that, i.e., forty cubits high and twenty 
cubits wide. And it was taught in a baraita that it is stated: “And 
he shall wash his flesh in water” (Leviticus 15:13), and it is stated 
in another verse: “And he shall wash all of his flesh in water’ 
(Leviticus 15:16). This refers to water known as the waters of a 
ritual bath. The verse adds the emphasis: All of his flesh, to say 
that immersion must be in water that one’s entire body enters? 
at the same time." And how much water is it? It is one cubit 
length by one cubit width by a height of three cubits." That is 
sufficient water to cover a person’s height. And the Sages calcu- 
lated that the volume of the waters of a ritual bath that fit into 
that space is forty sea. 


? 


BACKGROUND 


Ein Eitam — Dey py: Ein Eitamis identified with the Etan Spring 
alongside the third of Solomon's pools, approximately three 


built later, during the Roman era. 


ilometers southwest of Bethlehem. A long aqueduct, the 
ower aqueduct, flows from this and other springs for roughly 
wenty kilometers, winding between the mountains and pass- 
ing through tunnels until it reaches the Temple Mount. The 
present-day Etan Spring is located at an altitude of 760 meters 
above sea level, approximately twenty-five meters higher than 
he Temple Mount. This aqueduct was destroyed at the time 
of the destruction of the Temple, but it was later restored and 
carried water to Jerusalem over the course of many generations. 
The lower aqueduct was Hasmonean while the upper one was 


Above: Map of the aqueducts 
Left: Section of the lower aqueduct in Armon Hanatziv, Jerusalem 


— NOTES ——_—_____——- 
Twenty-three cubits - nia% vow) mwy: There is no ob- 
ligation for a ritual bath to be three cubits high, and in fact, 
even a ritual bath that is three cubits long and one cubit 
high is acceptable. Nevertheless, since the ritual bath was 
constructed for the High Priest, who was required to im- 
merse multiple times, it was built to enable him to immerse 
without exertion, rather than forcing him to immerse lying 
down (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 


By a height of three cubits - niax vow ana: Josafot and 
the geonim dispute whether the height of an average man 
is indeed three cubits or whether that measure excludes 
the head. Even if it is the latter, a person entering a ritual 
bath would displace enough water to cover his head (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Immersion — mya: To achieve purification in a ritual bath 
or a spring, an individual must completely submerge his 
body all at once. The measure of the water in which this can 
be accomplished is one cubit by one cubit by three cubits 
of water (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 201:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Water that one’s entire body enters — aby jD bow on 
172: Some ancient ritual baths found in Israel illustrate how 
small a ritual bath may be. The image below is of such a 
ritual bath found at Herodion, which is south of Jerusalem in 
modern-day Gush Etzion. The stairs are part of the bath itself. 


Ritual bath at Herodion 
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HALAKHA 

They spread a sheet of fine linen - 13 by PTD DYR: 
Before the daily offering was slaughtered, a linen sheet 
was spread between the High Priest and the people. The 
reason that it was specifically a linen sheet was so that the 
High Priest would be aware that he is to perform the Yom 
Kippur service wearing linen garments (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 41). 


He removed the white garments, descended, and im- 
mersed — Sav /TY ows: The High Priest was required to 
immerse whenever he changed his garments (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:2). 


The slaughter of the daily offering — Pant mom: On 
Yom Kippur, the High Priest slaughters the daily offering 
by cutting the majority of each of the two organs, the 
windpipe and the gullet, and another person completes 
the slaughter. The High Priest then receives the blood in a 
vessel and sprinkles it on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 41). 


The immersion of an old High Priest — pr bina ine) nya: 
If the High Priest was old or sick, they heated up chunks 
of iron in the fire on Yom Kippur eve and the next day put 
them in the ritual bath to temper the water's chill. Alter- 
natively, they would mix hot water into the cold water of 
the ritual bath (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 2:4). 


NOTES 


So that he will be aware that the service of the day of 
Yom Kippur is performed in fine linen garments - »2"v 
Ya 3a DA niay: This statement and spreading the 
linen sheet actually belong elsewhere, with regard to a 
different immersion: The immersion performed before 
the High Priest dons the white garments. Spreading the 
linen sheet is necessary then so that he does not mistak- 
enly don the golden garments instead. However, since 
the service of the day is performed in white garments, 
they spread a linen sheet to remind him of that fact and 
did not distinguish between one immersion and another 
(Tosefot HaRosh). 


He ascended and dried himself - 3370) my: The High 
Priest did not merely dry himself because that is what 
one who is wet does; rather, the drying had import in 
and of itself. Several explanations have been given for it. 
The author of the Mishne LeMelekh suggests that the High 
Priest needed to dry himself so that the water would not 
serve as an interposition between his garments and his 
skin. Another explanation is that if the High Priest enjoyed 
he cooling effect of the water as it remained on his skin, 
he would violate the prohibition against bathing on Yom 
ippur (Rabbi Meir Arak). 


he flour brought as a meal-offering accompanying the 
daily offering among the items brought by the High Priest. 
Some answer that it is subsumed in the mention of the 
griddle-cake offering, which is also a meal-offering (Lehem 
Shamayim, Melekhet Shlomo). Alternatively, once the 
mishna mentions the libation of wine, the meal-offering 
that accompanies the offering need not be listed, as 
the meal-offering and the libations are always brought 
together (Siah Yitzhak). 


LANGUAGE 
Delicate [istenis] - DvD: From the Greek ao8evis, 
astenés, meaning weak or sickly. 
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As the gate is twenty cubits high, and the immersion chamber above 

it is at least three additional cubits high, the water was twenty-three 

cubits above the ground of the courtyard. The Gemara asks: How 
could it be only twenty-three cubits higher? Isn’t there the cubit 

of the thickness of the ceiling over the gate and the cubit of the 

thickness of the plaster sealing of the ritual bath floor for a total of 
at least twenty-five cubits? The Gemara answers: With regard to the 

Temple gates, since they were constructed of marble, they con- 
structed them with minimal thickness. Neither the thickness of 
the ceiling nor the thickness of the plaster was a cubit. The Gemara 

asks: But isn’t there that minimal thickness of the ceiling and the 

plaster that would nevertheless total more than twenty-three cubits? 

The Gemara answers: Indeed; however, since the ceiling was not a 

whole cubit he does not consider it in his calculation. 


§ We learned in the mishna: They spread a sheet of fine linen" 
between the High Priest and the people in the interest of modesty. 
The Gemara asks: What is different that they specifically used a 
sheet of fine linen? The Gemara answers: It is as Rav Kahana said 
with regard to a related issue: So that he will be aware that the 
service of the day of Yom Kippur is performed in fine linen 
garments." Here, too, a linen sheet was used so that he will be 
aware that the service of the day of Yom Kippur is performed in 
fine linen garments. 


MI S H N A The High Priest removed the white garments 


that he was wearing, descended to the ritual 
bath, and immersed." He ascended and dried himself" with a 
towel. Then they brought him the golden garments of the High 
Priest, and he dressed in the garments, and he sanctified his hands 
and his feet. They brought him the sheep for the daily morning 
offering, which he slaughtered" by cutting most of the way through 
the gullet and the windpipe. And a different priest completed the 
slaughter on his behalf so that the High Priest could receive the 
blood in a vessel and proceed with the order of the Yom Kippur 
service. As soon as the slaughter was completed, the High Priest 
received the blood in a vessel and sprinkled it on the altar. 


He entered the Sanctuary to burn the morning incense and to 
remove the ashes from the lamps of the candelabrum; and he left 
the Sanctuary and returned to the courtyard to sacrifice the head 
and the limbs of the sheep sacrificed for the daily offering and the 
High Priest’s daily griddle-cake offering," and the wine libation of 
the daily offering. The Mishna comments: The morning incense 
was burned between the receiving and sprinkling of the blood and 
the burning of the limbs; and the afternoon incense was burned 
between the taking of the limbs up to the altar and the pouring of 
the libations that accompanied the offering. 


With regard to the immersion, if the High Priest was old" and 
found it difficult to immerse in cold water, or if he was delicate 
[istenis], they would heat hot water for him on Yom Kippur eve 
and place it into the cold water of the ritual bath in order to temper 
its chill so the High Priest could immerse without discomfort. 


GEMARA The Sages said this matter before Rav 


Pappa: This mishna is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as, if it were in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, since he said: The High Priest performs 
two sanctifications of his hands and his feet upon each change of 
garments, once before donning the garments and once after don- 
ning them, here too, in the mishna, let him perform two sanctifica- 
tions upon the change of garments. However, the description in 
the mishna indicates that he removes his garments and does not 
sanctify his hands and feet. 
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Rav Pappa said to them:" Both according to the opinion of the 
Rabbis and according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir," there is 
one sanctification upon removal of sacred garments, and one 
sanctification upon donning other sacred garments. And here, 
it is with regard to this issue that they disagree. It is written: 
“And he shall remove the linen garments that he put on when 
he entered the Sanctuary and leave them there. And he shall 
wash his flesh in water in a sacred place and he shall put on his 
garments” (Leviticus 16:23-24). Rabbi Meir holds: The Torah 
juxtaposes removal of garments to donning of garments for 
the following reason: Just as when donning the garments, he 
dons the garments and afterward sanctifies his hands and feet, 
so too, with regard to removal of the garments, he removes the 
garments and afterward sanctifies his hands and feet. 


And the Rabbis hold that the Torah juxtaposes removal of 
garments to donning of garments for the following reason: Just 
as when donning the garments, when he is dressed, he sancti- 
fies his hands and feet; so too, for removal of the garments, he 
sanctifies his hands and feet when he is dressed. Therefore, 
when he completes the service he sanctifies his hands and feet 
and only then removes the garments. However, the first time 
that the High Priest dons the priestly vestments on Yom Kippur 
he certainly does not require two sanctifications, since at that 
point he does not remove any other garments. 


The Sages said to Rav Pappa: And how can you say that ac- 
cording to Rabbi Meir the first time that the High Priest dons 
the garments he does not require two sanctifications? Wasn’t it 
taught in a baraita as follows? They spread a sheet of fine linen 
between him and the people, and he removed his garments 
and descended and immersed, and he ascended and dried 
himself. They brought him golden garments, and he donned 
them, and he sanctified his hands and his feet. Rabbi Meir 
says: He removed his garments and sanctified his hands and 
his feet and descended and immersed. He ascended and 
dried himself. They brought him golden garments and he 
donned them and sanctified his hands and his feet. Appar- 
ently, Rabbi Meir maintains that there is a special sanctification 
prior to donning the garments. He said to them: If it was taught, 
it was taught." I will retract my opinion, which was based on 
logical analysis, in favor of an explicit baraita that contradicts 
that opinion. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the approach of Rabbi 
Meir, that is how you find that possibility of 


ten sanctifications, as according to his opinion each of the five 
immersions is accompanied by two sanctifications. However, 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis who do not require 
sanctification before donning the garments for the first time, 
only nine sanctifications are performed. The Gemara answers 
that The Rabbis could have said to you: With regard to the final 
sanctification, when he removes the sacred garments and 
dons non-sacred garments, he performs it there. According 
to the Rabbis’ opinion, he sanctifies his hands and his feet when 
he removes the sacred garments. Rabbi Meir holds that sancti- 
fication of his hands and feet is performed only before donning 
sacred garments. 
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NOTES 

The opinion of Rav Pappa - X39 37 NY: According to Rav 
Pappa, this is the essence of the dispute between Rabbi Meir 
and the Rabbis. Rabbi Meir maintains that the sanctification is in 
honor of the garments that he is donning, so it is logical that he 
would sanctify his hands and his feet adjacent to donning them 
and not while he is still wearing other garments. The Rabbis, 
however, deem it inappropriate to sanctify his hands and feet 
while he is unclothed (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


The opinions of Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis — Yxa *37 Now 
D233: According to the Gemara's conclusion, the dispute be- 
tween Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis centers around the reason for 
these sanctifications. According to the Rabbis, the High Priest 
sanctifies his hands and feet once in honor of the garments he 
is removing, and once in honor the garments that he is don- 
ning. According to Rabbi Meir, he sanctifies his hands and his 
feet twice in honor of the garments he is donning (Meiiri; Ritva). 


If it was taught, it was taught — Kan, NX: Even though the 
amora‘im were well versed in the entire Mishna, it is possible that 
their knowledge of baraitot was less extensive. Baraitot were col- 
lected in different anthologies, and not every Sage was familiar 
with all the baraitot taught in different places. 
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NOTES 


We learned as a tradition that five immersions — wan 133 
nia: Tosafot ask: If this halakha was learned as a tradition, why 
does the Gemara seek biblical proofs for it? Some commentaries 
answer that occasionally the Gemara seeks additional sources for 
established halakhot. Indeed, at times the Gemara seeks support 
even for a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. In this par- 
ticular case, Tosafot understood that the tradition was to perform 
five immersions on Yom Kippur. However, according to several 
authorities, including the Rambam, the first immersion was not 
related to Yom Kippur at all but was instituted as a measure to 
make certain that no impurity entered the Temple. According 
to that opinion, the tradition was to perform four immersions 
plus an additional immersion instituted for a different reason 
(Davar Be'lto). Tosafot Yeshanim explain that the tradition was 
with regard to five transitions in the Yom Kippur service, which 
required five changes of clothes and therefore required a cor- 
responding number of immersions and sanctifications. Others 
explain that according to Rambam, the Gemara’s usage of the 
term: We learned, in this context does not refer as it typically 
does to a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, with regard 
to which there can be no dispute, but rather to a halakha derived 
from verses or through hermeneutical principles (Havot Yair). 


HALAKHA 
The end of the day’s service - oin NTiay oD: The High Priest 
burns the incense in the afternoon, as is the practice every day, 
and removes the ashes from the lamps. He then sanctifies his 
hands and feet, removes the golden garments, and dons ordi- 
nary clothes before leaving the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:2). 
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§ The Sages taught the following with regard to the verse: “And 
Aaron shall come into the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 16:23). 
Why does he come there? He already completed the service in 
the Sanctuary. He comes only to remove the spoon and the 
coal pan that he left in the Holy of Holies, as the entire Torah 
portion in which the Yom Kippur service is discussed was 
stated in the order in which it is performed in the Temple ex- 
cept for this verse, which should have been written after the 
sacrifice of the burnt-offering in the following verse. The High 
Priest does not remove the spoon immediately after he places it 
in the Holy of Holies. Rather, after placing it there, he emerges 
and performs certain services outside the Sanctuary and chang- 
es his garments again. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
the High Priest interrupts the inner rite of the incense to offer 
his ram and the people’s ram before removing the spoon and 
the coal pan? 


Rav Hisda said: We learned as a tradition that five immer- 
sions’ and ten sanctifications the High Priest immerses 
and sanctifies his hands and feet, respectively, on the day of 
Yom Kippur; and if the service is performed in the order that 
appears in the Torah, you find only three immersions and six 
sanctifications. The first immersion is before sacrifice of the 
daily morning offering; the second is between the daily offering 
and the rest of the service of the day, including the removal of 
the spoon and the coal pan from the Holy of Holies. The High 
Priest immerses a third time between removal of the ladle and 
the coal pan from the Holy of Holies and the sacrifice of his ram 
and the people’s ram, which were part of the additional offering 
and the daily afternoon offering that follow. According to the 
revised sequence, the High Priest performs a service outside the 
Sanctuary after placing the spoon and the coal pan in the Holy 
of Holies, and then he reenters the Holy of Holies to remove 
those vessels. The High Priest immersed and changed his gar- 
ments both before entering and after exiting the Holy of Holies, 
for a total of five immersions.” 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: From where 
are derived the five immersions and ten sanctifications 
that the High Priest immerses and sanctifies his hands and 
feet, respectively, on the day of Yom Kippur? They are derived 
from the verse that states: “And Aaron shall come into the 
Tent of Meeting and he shall remove the linen garments that 
he put on when he entered the Sanctuary and leave them there. 
And he shall wash his flesh in water in a sacred place and put 
on his garments, and he shall go out and perform his own 
burnt-offering and the burnt-offering of the people” (Leviticus 
16:23-24). From this you learned: Anyone who moves from 
an inner service, in the Holy of Holies, to an outer service, and 
vice versa, requires immersion. According to the order of the 
services there are a total of five immersions. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: From where are derived the 
five immersions and ten sanctifications that the High Priest 
immerses and sanctifies his hands and feet, respectively, on 
the day of Yom Kippur? They are derived from that which is 
stated: “He shall be dressed in a sacred linen tunic, and with 
linen trousers next to his flesh, and he shall be girded with a 
linen belt, and he shall wear a linen mitre; they are sacred 
garments, and he shall wash his flesh in water and then put 
them on” (Leviticus 16:4). From this you learned: Anyone 
who moves from an inner service, in the Holy of Holies, to an 
outer service requires immersion. And the verse says: “They 
are sacred garments”; all of the garments are equated to one 
another. Just as the High Priest immerses when donning the 
linen garments, so he immerses when donning the golden 
garments. 
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And they are five services: The sacrifice of the daily morning 
offering, performed in golden garments; the service of the day, 
the sacrifice of the bull and the goat, which is performed in white 
garments; the sacrifice of his ram guilt-offering and the ram of 
the people in golden garments. After that he removes the spoon 
and the coal pan from the Holy of Holies in white garments. He 
emerges from the Holy of Holies and sacrifices the daily after- 
noon offering in golden garments. 


And from where is it derived that each and every immersion 
requires two sanctifications™ of the hands and the feet? It is 
derived from the verse that states: “And Aaron shall come into 
the Tent of Meeting and he shall remove the linen garments that 
he put on when he entered the Sanctuary and leave them there. 
And he shall wash his flesh in water” (Leviticus 16:23-24). And 
it says: “And he shall wash his flesh in water in a sacred place and 
put on his garments” (Leviticus 16:24). This indicates that one 
sanctifies his hands and feet when he removes garments, and one 
likewise sanctifies his hands and feet when he dons garments. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says that it is derived by 
means of an a fortiori inference: Just as in a place where the 
Torah does not require immersion, i.e., for a priest before he 
enters the Temple to perform service, it nevertheless requires 
sanctification of the hands and feet; in a place where the Torah 
requires immersion for all changes of garments, i.e., on Yom 
Kippur, is it not right that it requires sanctification of the hands 
and feet? 


If based on that inference the suggestion arises: Just as there, in 

the case of a priest entering to perform the Temple service, only 
one sanctification is required, so too here, on Yom Kippur, only 
one sanctification should be required for the changes of gar- 
ments throughout all the services of the day. Therefore, the verse 

states: “And Aaron shall come into the Tent of Meeting and he 

shall remove the linen garments that he put on” (Leviticus 

16:23). What is the meaning when the verse states: “That he put 

on”? Does a person remove any garments other than those that 

he put on? Rather, this phrase comes to equate removal of gar- 
ments to donning of garments: Just as donning garments re- 
quires sanctification,’ so too, removal of garments requires 

sanctification. 


The Gemara explains the position of Rabbi Yehuda that was men- 
tioned earlier. Rabbi Yehuda said: From where are derived the 
five immersions and ten sanctifications that the High Priest 
immerses and sanctifies his hands and feet, respectively, on the 
day of Yom Kippur? They are derived from the verse that states: 
“And Aaron shall come into the Tent of Meeting and he shall 
remove the linen garments that he put on when he entered the 
Sanctuary and leave them there. And he shall wash his flesh in 
water in a sacred place” (Leviticus 16:23-24). From this you 
learned: Anyone who moves from an inner service, in the Holy 
of Holies, to an outer service, and vice versa, requires immer- 
sion. The Gemara asks: We found proof that the High Priest re- 
quires immersion when he changes from white garments to 
golden garments; however, from where is it derived that he re- 
quires immersion when he changes from golden garments to 
white garments? 


NOTES 


Immersion and sanctification — w1) apap: The question 
arises: What purpose is there to sanctify his hands and feet after 
immersion? Apparently, immersion does not obviate the need 
for sanctification, as the sanctification is performed with sacred 
water from the basin while immersion is performed in a ritual 
bath containing non-sacred water (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Just as donning garments requires sanctification - ma 
wir? AyD mena: Tosafot ask: According to Rashi, the Gemara 


first derives a halakha through an a fortiori inference and 
hen derives another halakha from that inference by means 
of a juxtaposition. However, the question is whether or not a 
juxtaposition can be derived from an a fortiori inference in 
matters of consecrated items. The Rashbam explains here that 
he halakha of removing garments is derived from the matter of 
sanctification mentioned in the Torah at the start of the service, 
rom which the other matters may be derived (Tosafot Yeshanim; 
Tosafot). 
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The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that it is derived by means of 
an a fortiori inference:' Just as before donning golden garments, 
with which the High Priest does not enter the innermost sanctum, 
the Holy of Holies, the High Priest requires immersion, before 
donning white garments, with which the High Priest enters the 
innermost sanctum," is it not right that the High Priest require 
immersion? The Gemara asks: The a fortiori inference can be re- 
futed: What is the comparison to golden garments, as the atone- 
ment that they effect is extensive?’ The High Priest serves in the 
golden garments throughout the year atoning for the sins of the 
Jewish people; he wears the white garments on just one Yom Kippur. 
Therefore, it is reasonable that before donning them, the High Priest 
would require immersion. Rather, it is derived from the verse cited 
by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara analyzes an additional clause from the baraita cited 

above. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: From where are derived the five 

immersions and ten sanctifications that the High Priest im- 
merses and sanctifies his hands and feet, respectively, on the day 
of Yom Kippur? They are derived from the verse that states: “He 

shall be dressed in a sacred linen tunic, and with linen trousers next 

to his flesh, and he shall be girded with a linen belt, and he shall wear 
a linen mitre; they are sacred garments, and he shall wash his flesh 

in water and then put them on” (Leviticus 16:4). From this you 

learned: Anyone who moves from an inner service, in the Holy of 
Holies, to an outer service, and vice versa, requires immersion. The 

Gemara asks: We found proof that the High Priest requires immer- 
sion when he changes from golden garments to white garments; 

however, from where is it derived that he requires immersion when 

he changes from white garments to golden garments? 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that it is derived by means of 
an a fortiori inference: Just as before donning white garments, with 

regard to which the atonement that they effect is minimal as the 

priest wears them only on one Yom Kippur, immersion is required, 
before donning golden garments, with regard to which the atone- 
ment that they effect is extensive throughout the year, is it not right 

that immersion should be required? 


The Gemara asks: The a fortiori inference can be refuted: What is 
the comparison to white garments, as he enters with them to the 
innermost sanctum? As the High Priest does not enter the Holy of 
Holies with the golden garments, apparently the sanctity of the white 
garments is greater. The Gemara comments: The source for the 
requirement to immerse when changing from white garments to 
golden garments is that which is taught later in the baraita: The 
verse states: “They are sacred garments, and he shall wash his 
flesh in water and then put them on” (Leviticus 16:4), meaning 
immersion is required before donning all sacred garments. 


NOTES 


The a fortiori inference of Rabbi Yishmael - 137 bw vim, bp 
brynwr: Tosafot comment that Rabbi Yishmael himself em- 
ploys an a foritiori inference to draw the opposite conclusion. 
The explanation is that in both cases the a fortiori inference 
explains the logic upon which the matter is based, but the 
actual halakha is derived from the verses (see Josafot Yeshanim 
and Tosefot HaRosh). 


White garments with which the High Priest enters the inner- 
most sanctum — ww naa 359) np: The reason that the High 
Priest wears white clothes is explained i in the Gemara: A pros- 
ecutor cannot become an advocate, i.e., the golden garments, 
which evoke the gold used in the sin of the Golden Calf, cannot 
facilitate atonement on Yom Kippur. Only white linen garments 
may be worn in the innermost sanctum (Ritva). 


As the atonement that they effect is extensive — 1753 jav 
Mara: There are two possible interpretations for this clause, 
and Rashi’s explanation is inconclusive. Some commentar- 
ies explain that the golden garments effect extensive atone- 
ment since they facilitate atonement throughout the entire 
year, whereas the white garments are donned only one day a 
year. Others explain that the white garments atone only for 
unwitting transgressions involving impurity in the Tem- 
ple and with regard to consecrated items; however, the 
golden garments are worn during the sacrifice of offer- 
ings that atone for the other transgressions as well (Josafot 
Yeshanim; Ritva). Tosafot rejected that explanation because 
the High Priest dons the white linen garments when dis- 
patching the scapegoat, which effects atonement for all 
transgressions. 
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And they are five services: The sacrifice of the daily morning offer- 
ing, performed in golden garments; the service of the day, the bull 
and the goat, which is performed in white garments; the sacrifice of 
his ram guilt-offering and the ram of the people, performed in gold- 
en garments. After that the High Priest places the spoon and the 
coal pan into the Holy of Holies in white garments. He emerges 
from the Holy of Holies and sacrifices the daily afternoon offering 
in golden garments and then removes the spoon and the coal pan in 
white garments. 


And from where is it derived that each and every immersion re- 
quires two sanctifications of the hands and the feet? It is derived 

from the verse that states: “And Aaron shall come into the Tent of 
Meeting and he shall remove the linen garments that he put on when 

he entered the Sanctuary and leave them there. And he shall wash 

his flesh in water” (Leviticus 16:23-24)." And it says: “And he shall 

wash his flesh in water in a sacred place and put on his garments” 
(Leviticus 16:24). The Gemara asks: That is written with regard to 

immersion. The washing mentioned in this verse is not sanctification 

of the hands and feet but rather immersion. The Gemara answers: If 
it is not a matter relating to immersion, which is derived from the 

phrase: “They are sacred garments” (Leviticus 16:4), indicating that 

every change of clothes requires immersion, then render it a matter 

relating to sanctification. 


The Gemara asks: And let the Merciful One write the obligation 
in the language of sanctification of the hands and feet rather than 
the language of immersion. The Gemara answers: This language 
comes to teach us that in this case, the legal status of immersion 
is like that of sanctification. Just as sanctification of the hands 
and feet is performed in a sacred area, as the basin used for sanctifi- 
cation is situated in the courtyard, so too, the immersion before 
donning garments must be performed in a sacred area, not outside 
the Temple. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yehuda, who derives immersion before 
donning the golden garments from this verse and does not derive 
anything from the phrase: They are sacred garments, from where 
does he derive the obligation to perform sanctification of the hands 
and feet? The Gemara answers: He derives it as an a fortiori inference 
from the inference of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon: Ina place 
that the Torah does not require immersion it nevertheless requires 
sanctification of the hands and feet; therefore, in a place that the 
Torah requires immersion for all changes of garments, is it not right 
that it requires sanctification of the hands and feet? 


Rav Hisda said: That statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with regard 
to immersion and sanctification is an original opinion to the exclu- 
sion of the opinion of Rabbi Meir with regard to sanctification, and 
to the exclusion of the opinion of the Rabbis. It is to the exclusion 
of the opinion of the Rabbis, as the Rabbis said that he sanctifies 
his hands and feet when he is dressed, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
said: He sanctifies them when he undresses. And it is to the exclu- 
sion of the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Meir said: With regard 
to this last sanctification that he performs after each immersion, he 
sanctifies his hands and feet when he is dressed. And Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi said: He sanctifies them when he undresses. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Everyone agrees with regard to the 
second sanctification that one dresses, and afterward sanctifies his 
hands and feet. What is the reason for this? It is as the verse states: 
“Or when they approach the altar to serve, to burn an offering by fire 
to God, they shall wash their hands and feet so that they do not die” 
(Exodus 30:20-21). This teaches that the priest who is obligated to 
sanctify his hands and feet is one who is lacking only the element of 
approach to the altar to begin performing the service, to the exclu- 
sion of that priest who has not yet donned the priestly vestments, 
who is lacking both the element of donning priestly vestments and 
the element of approach to the altar. Sanctification of the hands and 
feet prior to the service is performed when he is already dressed. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


And he shall remove the linen garments and he shall 
wash his flesh in water, etc. -^a31”yny vwaw: One could 
ask: Why not require two immersions rather than two 
sanctifications, as the terminology employed by the Torah 
is that of immersion? Apparently, the reason is that there 
are no cases where immersion is required following an 
action; immersion is performed as preparation prior to 
an action (Ritva). 
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NOTES = —— 
Itis aterm meaning killing - 171 xbupt xan: In the Siah 
Yitzhak there is a lengthy explanation contending that the 
term keretz could mean either killing or separation, as in the 
verse: “| was separated [koratzti] from clay” (Job 33:6). That 
is why it was necessary for the Gemara to explain the term's 
usage here. In the Jerusalem Talmud, two opinions are 
cited on the matter. The word keratzo is used rather than 
the standard term for slaughter, shehato, because the priest 
does not complete the ritual slaughter; rather, he kills the 


animal and another completes the act (Josafot Yeshanim). 
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Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: Neither does Rav Hisda, 
who said that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the priest performs 
the two sanctifications before donning the garments, agree with Rav 
Aha, who said that that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the sanc- 
tification is done after donning the garments; nor does Rav Aha, who 
said that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the sanctification must 
be performed directly prior to the service, agree with Rav Hisda, who 
said that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the two sanctifications 
are performed before donning the garments. As, if they do agree, ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi there are fifteen sanctifications. 
For each change of garments he would require three sanctifications: 
One when he undresses, one prior to dressing, and one after he is 
dressed. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: They brought him the sheep for the 
daily morning offering, which he slaughtered [keratzo]. The Ge- 
mara asks: What is the meaning of keratzo? Ulla said: It is a term 
meaning killing.” Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: What is the verse 
that indicates this meaning? It is stated: “Egypt is a very fair heifer, 
but the keretz out of north is come, it is come” (Jeremiah 46:20). 
The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that keretz means 
killing? The Gemara explains: It is as translated by Rav Yosef: Egypt 
is a fair kingdom, but murderous nations will come upon it from 
the north. The Gemara asks: When he slaughtered the sheep, to what 
extent did he do so? Ulla said: He slaughtered the animal with a cut 
through the majority of each of the two" organs, the windpipe and 
the gullet, which is sufficient to render the animal ritually slaughtered. 


And similarly, Rav Yohanan said: With the majority of each of the 
two organs. And Reish Lakish also held: With the majority of each 
of the two organs. This is indeed Reish Lakish’s opinion, as Reish 
Lakish said: Once we learned in the halakhot of ritual slaughter that 
the majority of one organ is like the whole, why was it necessary that 
we also learn there that in order for the slaughter to be valid it requires 
the majority of one organ in a bird and the majority of each of two 
organs" in an animal? That is clear based on the principle that one 
organ is required in a bird and two in an animal. Rather, since we 
learned: They brought him the sheep for the daily morning offering, 
which he slaughtered by cutting most of the way through the gullet 
and the windpipe, and a different priest completed the slaughter on 
his behalf so that the High Priest could receive the blood in a vessel, 
and the High Priest received the blood in a vessel and sprinkled it 
on the altar; one might have thought that if the other priest did not 
complete cutting through the two organs, the slaughter would be 
invalid. 


The Gemara asks: Howis it possible that one might have thought that 
if the other priest did not complete cutting through the two organs, 
the slaughter would be invalid? If that is so, the completion of the 
slaughter is a Temple service performed by another on Yom Kippur. 
And it was taught in a baraita: All Yom Kippur services are valid 
only if performed by the High Priest." The Gemara answers that this 
is what Reish Lakish is saying: Clearly, there is no requirement by 
Torah law to complete the slaughter of the two organs. One might 
have thought that it would be invalid by rabbinic law; 


HALAKHA 


He slaughtered the majority of each of the two - aia uniw 
mw: On Yom Kippur, the High Priest slaughters the majority of 
each of the organs in the neck of the animal for the daily morn- 
ing offering. A second priest completes the slaughter (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:1). 


Slaughtering the majority of two organs — bw on nw 
D2: The slaughter of an animal is considered valid if the 
majority of each of the two organs, the windpipe and the gul- 
let, are cut. In the case of a bird, the majority of one of the two 
organs must be cut to effect a valid slaughter. As long as the cut 
exceeds half the diameter of the organ, even by a hair's breadth, 


itis valid, although one should seek to cut a discernible majority 
(Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21:1). 


All Yom Kippur services are valid only if performed by the 
High Priest — ia xbx DiW W DVI OP Nitay bp: All of 
the offerings on Yom Kippur, as well as the other services of the 
day, are valid only if performed by the High Priest. Some com- 
mentaries believe that this refers only to the services unique 
to Yom Kippur, whereas other services may be performed by a 
common priest. Even according to that opinion, it is a mitzva for 
the High Priest to perform those services as well ab initio (Kesef 
Mishne, citing the Ritva; Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 1:2). 
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therefore, we learned again: The majority of one organ in a bird 
and the majority of each of two organs in an animal, to teach 
that slaughtering the majority of each of the signs is sufficient. The 
Gemara asks: And since there is not even an invalidation by rab- 
binic law, why do I need another priest to finish cutting the organs? 
Why not suffice with the High Priest’s slaughter of the majority of 
each of the two organs? The Gemara answers: It is nevertheless a 
mitzva to complete the slaughter" ab initio to cause the blood to 
flow more freely. 


§ Abaye arranged the sequence of the daily services" in the 
Temple based on tradition’ and in accordance with the opinion 
of Abba Shaul:° Setting up the large arrangement" of wood on 
the altar on which the offerings were burned precedes the second 
arrangement of wood. This second arrangement was arranged 
separately near the southwest corner of the altar, and twice every 
day priests raked coals from it and placed them on the inner altar in 
order to burn the incense." The second arrangement for the in- 
cense precedes setting up the two logs of wood above the large 
arrangement to fulfill the mitzva of bringing wood. And the setting 
up of the two logs of wood precedes the removal of ashes from 
the inner altar. And the removal of ashes from the inner altar 
precedes the removal of ashes from five of the seven lamps of the 
candelabrum. 


And removal of ashes from five lamps precedes the slaughter and 
the receiving and sprinkling of the blood of the daily morning 
offering. The sprinkling of the blood of the daily offering precedes 
the removal of ashes from the two remaining lamps of the cande- 
labrum. And the removal of ashes from two lamps precedes 
the burning of the incense. The burning of the incense on the inner 
altar precedes the burning of the limbs of the daily offering on 
the outer altar. The burning of the limbs precedes the sacrifice of 
the meal-offering" which accompanies the daily offering. The sac- 
rifice of the meal- offering precedes the sacrifice of the High Priest’s 
daily griddle-cake offering, half of which he sacrificed in the morn- 
ing and half in the afternoon. And the griddle-cake offering 
precedes the pouring of the libations of the daily offering. 


And the libations precede the sacrifice of the additional offerings 
on days when the additional offerings are sacrificed. And the ad- 
ditional offerings precede the vessels of frankincense that are 
offered on Shabbat. And the vessels precede the sacrifice of the 
daily afternoon offering," as it is stated: “And he shall lay out the 
burnt-offering on it, and burn on it the fat parts of the peace- 
offerings” (Leviticus 6:5). The term on it, means complete sacrifice 
of all other offerings," i.e., after the daily morning offering rather 
than after the daily afternoon offering. In all cases, the daily after- 
noon offering is the final offering sacrificed. 


PERSONALITIES 


Abba Shaul - Dixy xax: Apparently, Abba Shaul was one 
of the tanna'im who lived during the Second Temple era. In- 
deed, many of his statements address memories of the Temple 
and the order of the service there. Abba was an appellation 
of deference used when addressing prominent Sages in early 
generations, when the title Rabbi was not yet in use. Abba 
Shaul was apparently one of the students of Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai and lived through the destruction of the Temple. 
His statements indicate that he emphasized the mitzva of the 
burial of the dead. Abba Shaul was said to be: Long [arokh] 
in his generation, referring to both his physical and spiritual 
stature. Although many halakhot attributed to him were stated 
as individual opinions, they form the basis of practical halakha 
throughout the generations. 


Burial cave of Abba Shaul in northern Israel 


NOTES 


A mitzva to complete the slaughter — pb my: Rashi 
cites an additional reason for the participation of the sec- 
ond priest: “The king's glory is in the multitude of people” 
(Proverbs 14:28). Others explain that there is a special ob- 
ligation to complete the slaughter on Yom Kippur. The 
High Priest alone is permitted to receive the blood on this 
day. Were he to complete the slaughter alone a significant 
amount of blood would spill, leaving insufficient blood in 
the vessel for sprinkling (Rabbi Meir Arak). 


Based on tradition — x237 maw: Halakhot are generally 
cited in the name of their. authors; however, here the Gemara 
means that this was a matter simply accepted in the study 
hall and was not cited in the name of a particular Sage. It 
was instead a universally accepted tradition. 


The large arrangement, etc. - ^3) moins ma wn: Tosafot ask 
why the act of removing the ashes from the altar is not on 
this list. Some explain that Abaye’s intention was to list the 
sequence relating to the daily offering and its accompany- 
ing services. The removal of the ashes does not fall into that 
category (Tosefot HaRosh). 


The second arrangement in order to burn the incense — 
miop hw mW TIWA: This second arrangement was neces- 
sary because the coals in the first arrangement were sullied 
with oil and pieces of flesh. A second arrangement was 
therefore prepared for the sole purpose of providing coals 
to burn the incense (Peirush Kadmon). 


And the vessels precede the daily afternoon offering - 
TADY pa»: Abaye does not list the incense of the after- 
noon or the lighting of the lamps because his intention was 
to list the sequence of the daily offering, not the services 
performed elsewhere in the Temple. The services performed 
elsewhere in the morning are included because Abaye listed 
the sequence of the services surrounding the daily morn- 
ing offering; however, services performed after sacrifice of 
the daily morning offering was completed are not listed 
(Gevurat Ari). 


HALAKHA 


The sequence of services — nitiay 119: The sequence of 
services is as follows: The large arrangement of wood is set 
up first, followed by the second arrangement. Then the two 
logs are placed on the altar, after which the ashes are re- 
moved from the inner altar. The blood of the daily offering is 
sprinkled on the altar, and then the ashes are removed from 
the five lamps of the candelabrum. The incense is burned, 
and the ashes are removed from the other two lamps. This 
sequence does not correspond to the sequence outlined by 
Abaye, as the halakha is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Abba Shaul but with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
hold that the sequence is slightly different (Lehem Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:1-4). 


The burning of the limbs precedes the sacrifice of the 
meal-offering - ^3) anand pax: After the incense is 
burned, the limbs are taken up to the altar. Following that, 
he meal-offerings that accompany the daily offering are 
sacrificed, followed by the griddle-cake offering and the 
ibations. On days when there are additional offerings, these 
ollow. On Shabbat the vessels of frankincense accompany- 
ing the shewbread are burned, followed by the libations 
of the additional offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 6:5—11). 


On it means complete sacrifice of all other offerings - 
tn manip bs oben why: No offerings are sacrificed after 
the daily afternoon offering except for the Paschal lamb 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:3). 
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NOTES 

Setting up the large arrangement of wood precedes... 
from where do we derive this — ...n1 Ti? mina mwa 
b x3: Some commentaries assert that the Gemara is not 
seeking a source for the precedence of the large arrange- 
ment; rather it is seeking a source for the very existence of 
the second arrangement for the incense. The Gemara later 
provides logical reasons for the precedence of the first 
arrangement (Mei! Shlomo; Derekh HaMelekh). 


And perhaps | should reverse them — tat 715981: There is 
a certain logic to this argument: Since the incense precedes 
the limbs, it is reasonable to assert that everything associat- 
ed with the incense should precede the large arrangement 
on which the limbs are burned (Toledot Yitzhak). 


The atonement that it effects is extensive — Marva A92: 
Some commentaries explain that the atonement effected 
by the daily burnt-offering is greater than that effected by 
the incense, for which the second arrangement is prepared 
(Ritva). 
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The Gemara proceeds to analyze the items listed by Abaye and seeks 
biblical or logical sources for each. The Master said: Setting up the 
large arrangement of wood on the altar on which the offerings 
were burned precedes the second arrangement of wood for in- 
cense. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this?" The 
Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita: The verse states: 
“The burnt-offering itself shall go up on its bonfire upon the altar 
all night” (Leviticus 6:2); this is referring to the large arrange- 
ment of wood. “And the fire of the altar shall be kept burning on 
it” (Leviticus 6:2); this is referring to the second arrangement of 
wood near the corner of the altar, from which coals are taken for 
the incense. 


The Gemara asks: And perhaps I should reverse them" and say that 
the first verse refers to the arrangement of wood for the incense, 
and the second verse refers to the large arrangement of wood. The 
Gemara answers: It is reasonable that the large arrangement of 
wood takes precedence, as the atonement that it effects is 
extensive." All of the offerings are sacrificed on the large pile, not 
just the incense. 


The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, the second arrangement 
takes precedence, as unlike the large arrangement in which offer- 
ings are burned exclusively on the outer altar, coals from it are 
taken inside the Sanctuary. The Gemara answers: Even so, the 
contention that the atonement that it effects is extensive takes 
precedence. And if you wish, say instead: If one does not find 
wood for the second arrangement, wouldn’t he take coals from 
the large arrangement into the Sanctuary to burn the incense? 
There is no fundamental obligation to bring coals from a special 
arrangement, and the second arrangement is only an addition to 
the large arrangement on which all the offerings are burned. 


Abaye continued and said that the second arrangement for incense 
precedes the setting up of the two logs. The Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive this? As it is written: “And the priest shall burn 
wood upon it in the morning, in the morning” (Leviticus 6:5); 
there is an obligation to place new logs upon the large arrangement. 
The term upon it underscores that the wood is placed only on the 
large arrangement, and not on the other arrangement from which 
coals are taken for the incense. From the fact that this exclusionary 
term is necessary, it can be derived by inference that there is an- 
other pile on the altar, meaning that when the new logs are placed 
on the altar, the two arrangements are already there. 


The Gemara asks: But this term: Upon it, is needed for its own 
sake, to teach the obligation to place the logs on the altar; therefore, 
how can the timing of their placement be derived from that term? 
The Gemara answers: The term: Upon it, is written twice in that 
verse: “And the priest shall burn wood upon it in the morning, 
in the morning, and he shall place the burnt-offering upon it.” 
From one instance of this term the fundamental obligation to place 
the logs is derived, and from the other instance the order of their 
placement is derived. 


Abaye continued: The setting up of the two logs precedes the 
removal of ashes from the inner altar. Although here, with regard 
to the two logs, it is written: In the morning, in the morning, 
meaning that the priest must arise early in the morning to perform 
this act, and here, with regard to removal of the ashes from the 
inner altar, it is also written: “In the morning, in the morning” 
(Exodus 30:7), even so, an action that facilitates another service 
takes precedence. Therefore, setting up the logs, from which coals 
are taken, facilitating the burning of the incense, precedes removal 
of ashes from the inner altar. The Gemara asks: What is the act that 
facilitates? It is the placement of the two logs. But didn’t you say 
that the two logs go to the large arrangement of wood and not to 
the arrangement of wood from which the coals are taken for the 
incense? These logs in no way facilitate the burning of the incense. 
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Rabbi Yirmeya said: The reference is to the category of wood. 
Although these logs do not facilitate the burning of the incense, 
wood facilitates its burning, and the two logs are wood. There- 
fore, they take precedence. Ravina said a different reason: Since 
he began with the service of setting up the arrangement, he 
completes it by placing two logs. Only then he moves on to 
perform a different service. Rav Ashi said: If one does not find 
wood for the second arrangement, won’t he take coals from 
the large arrangement into the Sanctuary to burn the incense? 
This demonstrates that there are circumstances in which placing 
the logs facilitates the burning of the incense. Therefore, it takes 
precedence. 


Abaye continued: And removal of ashes from the inner altar 
precedes the removal of ashes from five of the seven lamps of 
the candelabrum. What is the reason for this? Abaye said: I 
learned this through tradition; however, I do not know the 
rationale behind it. And Rava said: The reason is in accordance 
with the statement of Reish Lakish, as Reish Lakish said: One 
may not forego performance of any of the mitzvot" in order to 
perform another mitzva. 


And when he enters the Sanctuary’ it is the altar that he en- 
counters first, before reaching the candelabrum; therefore, he 
performs the service of the altar before removing the ashes from 
the lamps, as it was taught in a baraita: The table stood in the 
north of the Sanctuary, removed two and a half cubits from 
the wall. And the candelabrum stood in the south" of the Sanc- 
tuary, removed two and a half cubits from the wall. The altar 
was centered and standing in the middle of the Sanctuary, re- 
moved a bit outward. Therefore, one encounters the altar first. 
The Gemara questions the essence of the matter: And let us 
stand the altar alongside the table and the candelabrum; why 
was it removed outward? The Gemara answers: It is because it 
is written: “And the candelabrum opposite the table” (Exodus 
26:35); we require that they are visible to each other. Were 
the altar aligned with the table and the candelabrum, it would 
interpose between them. 


Rava said: Conclude from the statement of Reish Lakish that 
one may not forego performance of any of the mitzvot, that it is 
prohibited to forego donning the phylacteries of the arm in 
order to don the phylacteries of the head," as when donning 
phylacteries, one encounters the arm first. How does he con- 
duct himself? He proceeds from the phylacteries of the arm to 
the phylacteries of the head." 


HALAKHA 


The table stood in the north... 


and the candelabrum stood 


of the head on top of the phylacteries of the arm, because he 


in the south — pinta mgaya... jaya indw: The candelabrum 
was situated in the southern side of the Sanctuary, to the left 
of one entering. The shewbread table stood in the northern 
side of the Sanctuary, to the right of one entering (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:7). 


Phylacteries of the head and phylacteries of the arm — pan 
T? w pram WN bw: One should not store the abel a 


will thereby encounter the phylacteries of the head first. He 
will then be required to place the phylacteries of the head 
aside in order to don the phylacteries of the arm first, and 
will thereby forego performance of a mitzva to fulfill another 
mitzva. That is how the Kesef Mishne understood opinions 
of the geonim and the Rambam in explanation of this pas- 
sage (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 4:8). 


HALAKHA 
One may not forego performance of any of the mitzvot - 
myan by pay py: If one has an opportunity to perform 
a mitzva, it is prohibited to forego it in order to perform a 
different mitzva (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 4:8). 


BACKGROUND 
Sanctuary — bom: The diagram illustrates the position of the 
Sanctuary and the objects found in it, as described in the 
Gemara. 
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Diagram of the Temple 


NOTES 
It is prohibited to forego donning the phylacteries of the 


arm in order to don the phylacteries of the head - "tiay 
NADI KYT: See Tosafot, who questioned Rashi's interpreta- 
tion cited in the explanation of the Gemara. The Rid contends 
that even though there are Sages who derive this from a verse, 
Rava disagrees and prefers deriving the halakha from the state- 
ment of Reish Lakish. Some explain that the statement of Reish 
Lakish is necessary to teach that if one donned the phylacteries 
of the head first, he did not fulfill his obligation even after the 
fact (Siah Yitzhak). 
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NOTES 
In the morning, in the morning...which is unneces- 
sary = °99¥ b1.. ‘aa: The phrase: In the morn- 
ing, in the morning, is not necessary even to teach that 
it is referring to the incense burned during the day 
rather than the incense burned at night, as the Torah 
could have said day instead of morning. 


Cast that phrase to here - x277 wT: This is a her- 
meneutical principle that operates under the assump- 
ion that since certain words seem superfluous in their 
context, they must come to teach a different matter. 
They are then applied to that other matter (see Rashi). 


That works out well according to Reish Lakish - xm 
wy wb: According to Rashi, this represents a con- 
inuation of Abaye’s argument. The geonim explain that 
his is an independent matter, saying that according to 
Reish Lakish the situation remains as though the phrase: 
n the morning, appears three times with regard to 
removing ashes from the lamps, to indicate precedence. 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, however, 
who says that the phrase: In the morning, in the morn- 
ing, indicates that the service should be divided, there 
is no proof that removing ashes from the lamps takes 
precedence (Ritva). 
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§ Abaye continued: And removal of ashes from five lamps precedes 
the slaughter and the receiving and sprinkling of the blood of the 
daily morning offering. The sprinkling of the blood of the daily of- 
fering precedes the removal of ashes from the two remaining lamps 
of the candelabrum. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? 
Abaye said: Take that phrase: In the morning, in the morning, writ- 
ten with regard to the two logs, which is unnecessary’ to establish the 
time for performance of that service, as its precedence was explained 
due to its association with the arrangement of wood. And cast that 
extraneous phrase to here," and apply it to other elements of the morn- 
ing service. If the phrase is superfluous in its context, apply it elsewhere 
where a halakha can be derived. Cast one term: In the morning, and 
apply it to removal of ashes from five lamps so that it will precede 
the blood of the daily offering. And cast one term: In the morning, 
and apply it to the blood of the daily offering, so that it will precede 
the removal of ashes from the two additional lamps. 


The Gemara elaborates: Cast one term: In the morning, and apply it 
to removal of ashes from five lamps so that it will precede the blood 
of the daily offering, as here, there are three instances of: In the morn- 
ing; two instances are written explicitly with regard to removal of 
ashes from the lamps (see Exodus 30:7) and one is written with regard 
to the two logs. And here, with regard to the blood of the daily offering, 
there are two instances of the phrase; one explicit mention in the text 
(see Exodus 29:39) and one written with regard to the two logs. 


And cast one term: In the morning, to the blood of the daily offering 
so that it will precede the removal of ashes from the two additional 
lamps. Although here, with regard to removal of ashes from the lamps, 
there are two instances of the phrase: In the morning, and here, with 
regard to the blood of the daily offering, there are two instances of the 
phrase: In the morning, one written and one cast from the portion of 
two logs, the blood of the daily offering takes precedence because an 
act that effects atonement, the sprinkling of blood, takes precedence. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: And say instead, cast one of the extraneous 
phrases: In the morning, and apply it to the removal of ashes from the 
inner altar, so that it will precede the blood of the daily offering, as 
here there are three instances of the phrase and there there are two. 
And cast one of the extraneous phrases: In the morning, and apply it 
to the blood of the daily offering so that it will precede the removal 
of ashes from five lamps, and say that although here there are two 
instances of the phrase: In the morning, and here there are two in- 
stances of the phrase: In the morning, still an act that effects atone- 
ment, the sprinkling of blood, takes precedence. Abaye dismisses this 
question by saying: If the blood of the daily offering precedes the re- 
moval of ashes from five lamps, with what will you demarcate between 
the removal of ashes from five lamps and the removal of ashes from 
two lamps? 


That works out well according to the opinion of Reish Lakish,” who 
said: Why does the priest remove the ashes from five lamps of the 
candelabrum and then return and remove the ashes from two lamps 
of the candelabrum rather than arrange all seven lamps at once? It is in 
order to enliven those present in the entire Temple courtyard, since 
people are coming and going to fulfill this mitzva with great ceremony. 
It works out well according to the opinion of Reish Lakish, because 
he says there is no need for any other service to demarcate between 
removal of ashes from five lamps and removal of ashes from two. 


However, according to Rabbi Yohanan, who said the following based 
on the verse: “And Aaron shall burn upon it incense of sweet spices; in 
the morning, in the morning, when he removes the ashes from the 
lamps” (Exodus 30:7); take the term in the morning, in the morning, 
and divide the service of removal of ashes from the lamps into two 
mornings, i.e., into two parts, by performing a service in between, 
what can be said? According to Rabbi Yohanan, since the result would 
be that there is no service demarcating between the five lamps and 
the two lamps, there is no alternative to interpreting the matter in 
accordance with the explanation of Abaye. 
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Ravina said to Rav Ashi with regard to the basis for Abaye’s argument: 
Is this term: In the morning, in the morning, written with regard to 

the two logs actually superfluous and therefore available to have 

other matters derived from it? Isn’t it necessary to teach its own 

basic halakha, as the Merciful One states in the Torah: Have it pre- 
cede the second arrangement of wood, from which coals are taken 

for the incense? Rav Ashi said to him: And did we not establish that 

it is written: Upon it, underscoring the fact that wood is placed only 
on the large arrangement and not on the other arrangement from 

which coals are taken for the incense? From the fact that this exclu- 
sionary term is necessary, it can be derived by inference that there is 

another pile on the altar, meaning that when the new logs are placed 

on the altar, the two arrangements are already there. 


The Gemara asks with regard to the sequence in which the priest re- 
moves the ashes from the lamps: What is different that he performs 

the removal of ashes from five lamps first? Let us perform the re- 
moval of ashes from two lamps first. The Gemara answers: Since he 

begins the service with them, he performs the service on a majority 
of the lamps. The Gemara asks: If so, let him perform the service on 

six lamps. The Gemara responds that the verse states: “When he 

removes the ashes from the lamps, he shall burn it” (Exodus 30:7), 
and lamps is plural, meaning no fewer than two. Apparently, re- 
moval of ashes from lamps must be performed on a minimum of two 

lamps. 


Abaye continued: And the removal of ashes from two lamps pre- 
cedes the burning of the incense, as the verse first states: “When he 
removes the ashes from the lamps,” and then states: “He shall burn 
it.” The removal of the ashes precedes the burning of the incense. 


Abaye continued: And the burning of the incense on the inner altar 
precedes the burning of the limbs of the daily offering on the outer 
altar, as it was taught in a baraita: Let the matter with regard to 
which it is stated: In the morning, in the morning, i.e., the burning 
of the incense, precede the matter with regard to which only one: 
In the morning, is stated, i.e., the daily morning offering, in the verse: 
“You shall offer one lamb in the morning” (Exodus 29:39). 


Abaye continued: The burning of the limbs precedes the sacrifice of 
the meal-offering that accompanies the daily offering, as it was 
taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that there may be no 
item placed on the arrangement of wood prior to the daily morning 
offering? 


The verse states: “And the priest shall burn wood upon it in the morn- 
ing, in the morning, and he shall place the burnt-offering upon it” 
(Leviticus 6:5), and Rava said: The verse could have simply said: And 
he shall place upon it, indicating that everything sacrificed on the 
altar is placed upon it; but instead, the verse states: “And he shall place 
the burnt-offering upon it,’ to teach that it ascends the altar first. 


Abaye continued: The sacrifice of the meal-offering precedes the 
sacrifice of the High Priest’s daily griddle-cake offering, half of which 
he sacrifices in the morning and half in the afternoon, as the verse 
states: “To bring offerings by fire to the Lord, burnt-offerings, meal- 
offerings, sacrifices, and libations, on each day what is proper to it” 
(Leviticus 23:37). Since the Torah states burnt-offerings and meal- 
offerings, apparently the daily burnt-offering precedes the meal- 
offering. And since the meal-offering is part of the burnt-offering 
sacrifice, it precedes the griddle-cake offering, which is a meal-offering 
unrelated to the burnt-offering. 


NOTES 
The burnt-offering, it ascends the altar first - mips 
TVNI nyy wT: Rabbeinu Hananel explains that this 
is derived from the term: The burnt- offering, with the 
definite article. This teaches that the offering is the known 
burnt-offering that is sacrificed first. From his explanation, 
as well as that of Rashi, it is necessary to derive only that 
the burnt-offering precedes other offerings, not specifi- 
cally that this burnt-offering is the daily morning offering. 
That is obvious, as the daily offering is the burnt-offering 
that is a fixed component of the daily service (see Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 
The burnt-offering, it ascends the altar first - mips 
MHVK ay xm: It is prohibited to sacrifice any offering 


before the daily morning offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:3). 
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NOTES 
The griddle-cake offering precedes the pouring of the 
libations — pay pwan: This derivation is necessary, as 
otherwise one could think that since this meal-offering 
constitutes only half the mitzva, as half is sacrificed in the 
morning and half in the afternoon, other offerings should 
precede it (Siah Yitzhak). 


The libations precede the additional offerings — D»3D2 
papi: In the Jerusalem Talmud the following principle is 
cited: When a frequent practice and an infrequent practice 
clash, the frequent practice takes precedence. Therefore, 
libations which are brought every day precede the ad- 
ditional offerings. 


HALAKHA 
The additional offerings precede the vessels — papm 
pand pantip: Two vessels of frankincense are burned 
on Shabbat along with the additional offerings, prior to 
the libation accompanying the additional offering (Kesef 
Mishne; Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temi- 
din UMusafin 6:11). 
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Abaye continued: And the griddle-cake offering precedes the pour- 
ing of the libations" of the daily offering. This is because it is in the 
category of meal-offering. Since it has been established that the 
meal-offering that accompanies the daily offering is sacrificed after 
the daily offering, all meal-offerings are sacrificed after the daily- 
offering prior to any other service. 


Abaye continued: And the libations precede the sacrifice of the ad- 
ditional offerings," as it is written: Offerings and libations, from 
which it is derived that the libations are brought immediately after 
the daily offering, before any other offering is sacrificed. And the 
additional offerings precede the vessels" of frankincense that are 
brought on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita: The vessels of frankincense precede the additional offerings? 
The Gemara answers: This is the subject of a dispute between the 
tanna’im Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva (Pesahim 58a). 


Abaye said: It is reasonable that the sequence should be in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the one who said the additional offerings 
precede the vessels of frankincense, as didn’t you say that the rep- 
etition of the term: In the morning, in the morning, comes to pri- 
oritize the daily offering? Here too, repetition within the clause: “He 
shall arrange them on Shabbat day, on Shabbat day” (Leviticus 24:8), 
with regard to the vessels of frankincense, comes to postpone that 
service until the peak of the day. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of the one 

who said: The vessels of frankincense precede the additional offer- 
ings? The Gemara explains: By means ofa verbal analogy he derives: 
Statute, written with regard to the vessels of frankincense: “A statute 

for all time” (Leviticus 24:9), from: Statute, written with regard to 

the griddle-cake offering: “A statute for all time” (Leviticus 6:15). 
Just as the griddle-cake offering precedes the additional offerings, so 

too, the vessels of frankincense precede the additional offerings. 


The Gemara asks: If he derived it from there, let him derive the 
entire matter from there, and let the vessels of frankincense 
be burned immediately after the griddle-cake offering; why are 
the libations offered between them? The Gemara answers: It is to 
that end that the verse: “He shall arrange them on Shabbat day, on 
Shabbat day,” with regard to the vessels of frankincense, is effective, 
to postpone their offering until later. 


§ After analyzing Abaye’s tradition with regard to the sequence of 
the daily service, the Gemara returns to analyzing the passage in the 
mishna: The morning incense was burned between the receiving 
and sprinkling of the blood and the burning of the limbs. The Ge- 
mara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is the mishna? If it is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis elsewhere (15a), the 
mishna should say that the incense was burned between the sprin- 
kling of the blood and the removal of the ashes from the lamps. If it 
is in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul, the mishna should 
say that the incense was burned between the removal of the ashes 
from the lamps and the burning of the limbs. 


The Gemara responds: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, but the mishna is not speaking of the 
sequence of the entire service. The mishna states that the incense 
was burned between the sprinkling of the blood and the burning of 
the limbs of the daily offering, although other services were per- 
formed then as well, including the removal of ashes from the lamps. 


The mishna continues: The afternoon incense was burned between 
the taking of the limbs up to the altar and the pouring ofits libations. 
The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Rabbi 
Yohanan said that the verse states: “And the other lamb you shall 
present in the afternoon, as the meal-offering in the morning and 
its libation, you shall present it, an offering made by fire, of a sweet 
fragrance unto the Lord” (Numbers 28:8). Just as with regard to the 
morning meal-offering incense precedes libations, so too here, in 
the afternoon, incense precedes the libations. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, just as there, in the morning, incense 
even precedes limbs, so too here, in the afternoon, incense 
should precede limbs. The Gemara rejects this: Is it written: As 
the limbs in the morning? As the meal-offering in the morning, 
is written, indicating with regard to the daily afternoon offering 
that it is like the meal-offering in the morning, and not like the 
burning of the limbs of the morning. 


The Sages taught in a baraita that it is written: “And its libation 
shall be a quarter-hin for the one lamb, in the sacred area it shall 
be poured as an offering of strong drink unto the Lord” (Numbers 
28:7). The Sages understand this verse as referring to the daily 
afternoon offering; therefore, one will derive the manner and 
order of the daily morning offering from the manner and order 
of the daily afternoon offering." Just as libations are required for 
the daily afternoon offering, so too, they are required for the 
daily morning offering. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The daily afternoon offering is 
derived from that of the morning. The phrase: “The one lamb,” 
refers to the lamb of the daily morning offering, and the daily 
afternoon offering is derived from it. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the opinion of the Rab- 
bis who hold that this verse is written with regard to the daily 
afternoon offering based on the preceding verses, they can ex- 
plain that the daily morning offering is derived from the daily 
afternoon offering. However, what is the rationale for the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi," who holds that the afternoon of- 
feringis derived from the morning offering? Rabba bar Ulla said 
that the verse states: “For the one lamb.” Which is the lamb 
with regard to which it is previously stated: One? You must say: 
That is the lamb of the daily morning offering (see Exodus 29:39). 


And according to the Rabbis, what is the meaning of the term: 
One? It means the special lamb that is one in his flock. The 
lamb for the daily offering should be of the highest quality. 

And from where does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derive that prin- 
ciple? The Gemara answers that in his opinion, the principle 
is derived from that which is written: “And all the choicest 
of your vow-offerings” (Deuteronomy 12:11). One is required 
to fulfill his vow by offering the animal of the highest quality. 

And how do the Rabbis interpret this verse? They interpret that 
one verse refers to the requirement to bring the animal of the 
highest quality for obligatory offerings and one verse refers 
to the requirement to bring the animal of the highest quality 
for gift-offerings. And both verses are necessary, as otherwise 
it would not have been clear that this requirement applies to 
both. On the one hand, one might think it is only with regard 
to obligatory offerings that the animal of the highest quality 
must be sacrificed. On the other hand, one might think it is 
only with regard to a gift-offering that the animal of the highest 
quality must be sacrificed, as if it is not of the highest quality, it 
is better not to sacrifice it at all. 


NOTES 
One will derive the manner and order of the daily morning 
offering from the manner and order of the daily afternoon 
offering - maw yn mnv bw w: Nearly all of the com- 
mentators are troubled by this. Since it is explicitly stated: 


“And the other lamb you shall present in the afternoon; as 


the meal-offering of the morning and as its libation, you 
shall present it” (Numbers 28:8), indicating that libations 
are poured in the afternoon like in the morning, why is this 
derivation necessary? Some commentaries explain that the 
Gemara is not addressing the fundamental obligation to 
bring libations; rather it is addressing the particulars of the 
libations, the nature of the wine and the like, which have no 
other source (Maskil LeEitan). Others explain that the verse: 


“As the meal-offering of the morning and as its libation” (Exo- 


dus 29:41) teaches that there is a libation of oil mixed into the 
meal-offering. It is not a source for the obligation to pour a 
libation of wine (Kehillat Ya'akov). 


NOTES 


The opinions of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis — 
02371 a1 Nw: Many commentaries ask what the differ- 
ence is between these two opinions, as it seems that the 
dispute is merely with regard to the verse from which the 
halakha is derived. Tosafot cite one difference. Some explain 
that if one failed to pour the libations from the daily morning 
or afternoon offering, a libation should not be poured over 
the other, as one is derived from the other. The dispute con- 
cerns which daily offering is derived from the other (Ritva). 
Alternatively, there might be a difference with regard to 
whether the water libation brought on the festival of Sukkot 
is poured together with the morning or with the afternoon 
libations (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 
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— _ HALAKHA 

Blocks of iron -bnaby nwwy: If the High Priest was old or 
sick, they would heat blocks of iron on the eve of Yom Kippur, 
which they placed in the ritual bath the next day to temper its 
chill. This was permitted because rabbinic decrees enacted to 
enhance the character of Shabbat as a day of rest were not in 
effect in the Temple. See Josafot, whose variant reading is ap- 
parently the source for the Rambam’s ruling (Llehem Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:2). 


An unintentional act — pama pR% 337: It is permitted to 
perform an action on Shabbat despite the fact that it may 
ead to a prohibited result, provided that there is no inten- 
ion to achieve the prohibited result (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 337:1). 


Circumcision where there is leprosy - nytwa mtn: The 
positive mitzva of circumcision overrides the prohibition 
against cutting off leprosy from the foreskin whether or not 
he circumcision is performed at its appointed time (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 266:1). 
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§ The mishna continues: If the High Priest was old or delicate, 
they would heat hot water for him on Yom Kippur eve and place it 
into the cold water of the ritual bath in order to temper its chill. It 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: They would heat 
blocks of iron" on Yom Kippur eve and cast them into the cold 
water of the ritual bath to temper its chill. The Gemara asks: But 
by doing so, doesn’t he harden the iron, which is a labor prohibited 
on Yom Kippur? Rav Beivai said: The temperature of the blocks of 
iron did not reach the hardening point. Abaye said: Even if you 
say that the temperature of the iron reached the hardening point, 
the fact that the iron hardened when he placed it in the water is 
an unintentional act, ™ which is permitted. His intention was to 
temper the chill of the water, not to harden the iron. 


And did Abaye actually say that an unintentional act is permitted? 
But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that it is written: “And on the eighth 
day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised” (Leviticus 12:3), 
from which it is derived that one may cut the foreskin and circum- 
cise the baby even if there is a white spot of leprosy" there?" He 
may do so even though the Torah prohibits excising a white spot of 
leprosy. This is the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. And we discussed 
this matter: Why do I need a verse to permit it? His intention is not 
to excise the leprosy but to fulfill the mitzva of circumcision. And 
Abaye said: The statement of Rabbi Yoshiya is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that performing an unin- 
tentional act is prohibited. Therefore, a special verse is necessary 
to permit circumcision in that case. Apparently, Abaye holds that 
Rabbi Yehuda prohibits even unintentional acts. Why, then, does he 
explain that Rabbi Yehuda permits placing blocks of iron into the 
water if his intention is not to harden the iron? 


The Gemara answers: When Abaye said that Rabbi Yehuda prohib- 
its unintentional acts, that applies only to actions prohibited by 
Torah law that appear in the whole Torah in its entirety. However, 
here, hardening the blocks ofiron is not alabor prohibited by Torah 
law but is prohibited by rabbinic law, as a decree intended to en- 
hance the character of Shabbat as a day of rest. Rabbi Yehuda con- 
cedes that unintentional performance of prohibitions by rabbinic 
law is permitted. 


NOTES 


An unintentional act — ama pg 337: In several areas of 
halakha, notably with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, there 
is discussion of an unintentional act, which is a permitted ac- 
ion that leads inadvertently to a prohibited result. With regard 
o Shabbat, the Torah prohibited performance of actions when 
one's intent is to accomplish the objective of the prohibited 
abor, not merely to perform the action. Therefore, there is good 
reason to permit an unintentional act. Still, many medieval and 
ater commentaries ask: Even Rabbi Shimon, who rules that it 
is permitted to perform an unintentional act, concedes that 
when the prohibited result of the permitted action is inevitable 
he unintentional act is prohibited. How, then, is it permitted to 
place the blocks of iron in the water? The reasons for leniency 
in this case are related to the fact that the prohibition is by 


rabbinic law. These reasons are either that even unintentional 
acts whose prohibited result is inevitable are permitted if the 
prohibition is by rabbinic law, or that the act is permitted since 
it was performed in the Temple and rabbinic decrees are not in 
effect in the Temple (see Josafot). 


Even if there is a white spot of leprosy there - nipna ox 
Yip nya ow wr: There is a special halakha with regard to 
leprosy wherein the Torah warns: “Be very careful with skin 
afflictions” (Deuteronomy 24:8). This expresses the prohibition 
of cutting off the leprosy. That is why special permission was 
required to permit its removal in some circumstances. It is 
permitted in the case of circumcision due to the principle of 
a positive mitzva overriding a negative mitzva when perfor- 
mance of the mitzva precludes observance of the prohibition. 


Aya mad man 909 
yabe PIB ADB ANT pH 
vam WE wap oyy pa? wa 
WAP VITIN VRI I.V 
ARIDA TIY 930I PANT 
wap) wa 3 Ba 1) wean 

VAIT 


mw bw poba wab monwa 
by pai DIW pa Tag wy 
PISS) ST Mt DIKA TÄN 
wah an mwa iN DAM 
DIW pa Tap WY TD by 
ow>y San -mawy ow bw 
ayy oxy way DWA shy ya 

Shown poin - poinh 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MI S H N A They brought the High Priest to immerse 


a second time in the Hall of Parva, which 
wasin the sacred area, the Temple courtyard. They spread a sheet 
of fine linen between him and the people in the interest of mod- 
esty. And he sanctified his hands and his feet and removed his 
garments. Rabbi Meir says that this was the sequence: He first 
removed his garments and then he sanctified his hands and his 
feet." He descended and immersed a second time. He ascended 
and dried himself. And they immediately brought him the white 
garments," in which he dressed, and he sanctified his hands and 
his feet. 


In the morning he would wear linen garments from the Egyptian 
city of Pelusium worth twelve maneh, 1,200 dinars or zuz. These 
garments were very expensive due to their high quality. And in 
the afternoon he wore linen garments from India,“ which were 
slightly less expensive, worth eight hundred zuz. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: In the morning 
he would wear garments worth eighteen maneh, and in the af- 
ternoon he would wear garments worth twelve maneh. In total, 
the clothes were worth thirty maneh. These sums for the gar- 
ments came from the community, and if the High Priest wished 
to add money to purchase even finer garments, he would add 
funding of his own. 


HALAKHA 


He sanctified his hands and his feet - vom wp wap: The 
High Priest sanctifies his hands and feet before changing his 
priestly garments. He washes his hands and feet, removes 
the garments, immerses, dons the new set of clothes, and 
washes his hands and feet again, as per the opinion of the 
first tanna in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 2:2). 


From Pelusium and from India - pnm pois: Rabbeinu 
Hananel and some geonim explain that these are the names 
of different kinds of garments. The Rambam explains these 
terms similarly. 


Worth eight hundred zuz — mm nia minw by: Tosafot ask 
why the Gemara does not use the term: Eight maneh, as it did 
with regard to the other sums. They answer that because the 
word eight [shemona] includes the letters of the word maneh, 


NOTES 


The garments of the High Priest - bina ja aa: The High 
Priest had two tunics for Yom Kippur, one of which he wore 
in the morning and the other in the afternoon. Together their 
value was thirty maneh. If the High Priest wished to contrib- 
ute his own money to purchase more expensive garments he 
was permitted do so as long as he consecrated the addition 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:3). 


it would sound strange, so they rendered the sum differently 
(see also Josefot Yom Tov). Others explain that this rendering 
comes to clarify that the reference is not to the special sacred 
maneh worth more than a hundred dinars, but to a regular 
maneh (see Siah Yitzhak). Since Rabbi Meir did not mention 
the total cost of the garments in his statement, as the Rabbis 
did, apparently he insists on both the total sum as well as 
on the cost of each of the individual sets of garments (Siah 
Yitzhak; Yad David). 


BACKGROUND 

From Pelusium and from India — panam pois: The first term is 
apparently a reference to garments of fine linen imported from 
the city of Pelusium in Egypt, an ancient center of linen produc- 
tion. With regard to garments from India, there was an ancient 
culture of growing and processing flax there as well. Pelusium 
was an important city in the eastern extremes of Egypt's Nile 
Delta, 30 km to the southeast of the modern Port Said. 


Location of ancient Pelusium 
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Perek III 
Daf 35 Amuda 


NOTES 


Parva is the name of a Persian sorcerer — KWS% m: This 
matter has been explained in several different ways. Accord- 
ing to Rashi, Parva is the name of the sorcerer who built the 
hall. The author of the Meiiri adds that this sorcerer repented or 
converted and built the hall with his own funds. The geonim 
write that the sorcerer sought to witness the High Priest's 
service in the Holy of Holies and excavated a tunnel in the 
courtyard for that purpose. According to the Rambam, he was 
caught and killed, and the hall was named after him to recall 
the incident and to discourage others from similar attempts. 
Rabbi Shimon explains that the name of the hall, Parva, was 
given due to the blood of the bulls [parim], as he proceeded 
from the Hall of Parva to slaughter the bulls. The sorcerer was 
responsible only for the ritual bath atop the hall. 


Linen, linen, linen, linen - 73,43 43 73: The commentaries 
note that two of the references to linen teach other matters, 
with regard to both the material itself and the manner in 
which it is woven. Only two of the mentions of the word re- 
main to teach that it must be choice linen (Josafot Yeshanim). 
Others explain that it is from the numerological value of the 
repeated Hebrew word for linen that the value of the mate- 
rial is derived. The word is spelled beit, dalet, which have a 
numerological value of two and four, respectively, for a total 
numerological value of six. The term is mentioned five times 
in the Torah passage. The total numerological value of these 
five instances is thirty, which is the total value in maneh of the 
two sets of garments (Neum Yehuda). 


BACKGROUND 


Sorcerer — KNIN: The Magi were Zoroastrian priests. They 
were viewed by some outsiders as sorcerers, leading to the 
use of this term as a general title for a sorcerer. 


Perek III 
Daf 35 Amud b 


NOTES 
Other garments inferior to them - (2 omna DAN: The 
author of the Me‘iri comments that the second set of garments 
need not necessarily be worth less. Rather, there is no proof 
whether or not they must be of higher quality. 
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GEMARA What is the meaning of the name Parva? 


Rav Yosef said: Parva is the name of a 
Persian sorcerer, whose name is associated with the chamber 
due to a particular incident. 


§ It was stated in the mishna: They spread there a sheet of fine 
linen. The Gemara asks: What is different that the sheet that they 
spread was made of fine linen? Rav Kahana said: It was so that the 
High Priest will be aware and remember that the service of the 
day is performed in fine linen. 


§ The mishna continues: In the morning, he would wear gar- 
ments worth eighteen maneh, and in the afternoon he would wear 
garments worth twelve maneh. In total, the clothes were worth 
thirty maneh. The Gemara expresses surprise at the total in the 
mishna: Does the tanna come to tell us the tally that eighteen and 
twelve equal thirty? The Gemara answers: This comes to teach us 
that one may not fashion garments worth less than the total of 
these morning and afternoon garments. The Gemara elaborates: If 
one decreases the value of these morning garments, and raises the 
value of those afternoon garments, we have no problem with it. 
One can distribute the total of thirty maneh between the two sets 
of garments in any manner that he chooses. 


The Gemara comments: However, everyone, both Rabbi Meir and 
the Rabbis, agrees that the clothes of the morning are superior 
and must be more valuable than those of the afternoon. From 
where do we derive this? Rav Huna, son of Rav Ilai, said that with 
regard to the linen garments donned by the High Priest in the 
morning, the verse states: “He shall be dressed in a sacred linen 
tunic, and with linen trousers next to his flesh, and he shall be 
girded with a linen belt, and he shall wear a linen" mitre” (Leviticus 
16:4). From the fact that the verse repeats the term linen four times 
itis derived that the choicest linen should be used for this purpose. 


The Gemara raises an objection. It is stated: “And it shall be that 
when they enter in at the gates of the inner court, they shall be 

clothed with linen garments; and no wool shall come upon them, 
while they minister in the gates of the inner court, and within” 
(Ezekiel 44:17). This verse is referring to the Yom Kippur service, 
as during the year the High Priest performed the service in eight 

priestly vestments made partially of wool. Two verses later the 

prophet says: “And when they go forth into the outer court, into 

the outer court to the people, they shall remove their garments in 

which they serve, and lay them in the sacred chambers, and they 
shall put on other garments, so that they do not sanctify the 

people with their garments” (Ezekiel 44:19). 


The Gemara infers: What, doesn’t “other” mean more important 
than the first set of linen garments? The Gemara rejects this: No, 
although “other” means different garments, it means garments 
inferior to them," the first set of linen garments. The High Priest 
does not don a second set of garments to effect atonement; rather, 
he dons them in deference to God to remove the spoon and the 
coal pan from the Holy of Holies. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


syd vax) ey 33 et A 
nay ands ante TT Va bean 
nina tax b anvyy yia wy 
sab Sor may A3 Ty) avab 

IDS nay) INDRO 


TPD x KAW WIMI KPIT INA 
by voy TDK $ YDA xp ma 2 
ine TINnwyw vaND j2 bes 27 
ma Tay) meaty Mya mena by mins 

ony) mapa om nay 


Don ya yY vay by why sia 
AID TW MIND HAY b) anvyy 
91 await DIST yr IMT Kh 
A TART PIA NA DWI INNY 
Xana vax ax mW 193 pon 

xama 


ny? PA PRI YON VOY Bw pN 
zmiana mpoy x> ma nan 15 Dni 
Dia WW) NT Y İK OX 
aban any nm ay robs D wnx 


Rav Huna bar Yehuda, and some say Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda, 
taught: After the public service concluded, a priest whose 
mother had made him a priestly tunic may wear it and perform 
an individual service while wearing it," such as removal of the 
spoon and the coal pan, which is not a service in and of itself, 
provided he transfers it to the possession of public." All ser- 
vices performed by the priest must be performed while he is 
wearing sacred garments owned by the public, as all the Temple 
vessels are. The Gemara asks: This is obvious; once he transfers 
it to the possession of the public, it is Temple property like any 
other vessel that an individual donates to the Temple. What is 
novel in this statement? 


The Gemara answers: Lest you say that the concern is that since 

he is the one wearing it perhaps he will intend to retain ownership 

and will not transfer it wholeheartedly; therefore, it teaches 

us that if he transfers possession to the public, that is not a con- 
cern. Apropos this halakha, the Gemara relates: They said about 

the High Priest Rabbi Yishmael ben Pabi that his mother made 

him a tunic worth one hundred maneh. He donned it and per- 
formed an individual service and transferred possession of 
it to the public. 


And similarly, they said about the High Priest Rabbi Elazar ben 

Harsum’ that his mother made him a tunic worth twenty thou- 
sand dinars, but his fellow priests did not allow him to wear it 

because it was transparent and he appeared as one who is naked. 
The Gemara asks: And could he be seen through a garment made 

to the specifications of the priestly vestments? Didn’t the Master 
say: The threads of the priestly vestments were six-fold? Since 

the clothes were woven from threads that thick, his body could 

not have been seen through them. Abaye said: It is like wine in 

a thick glass cup." His flesh could not actually be seen, but since 

it was very fine linen, it was somewhat translucent and his skin 

color was discernible. 


§ Apropos the great wealth of Rabbi Elazar ben Harsum, the 
Gemara cites that which the Sages taught: A poor person, anda 
wealthy person," and a wicked person’ come to face judgment 
before the Heavenly court for their conduct in this world. To the 
poor person, the members of the court say: Why did you not 
engage in Torah?" Ifhe rationalizes his conduct and says: I was 
poor and preoccupied with earning enough to pay for my sus- 
tenance and that is why I did not engage in Torah study, they say 
to him: Were you any poorer than Hillel," who was wretchedly 
poor and nevertheless attempted to study Torah? 


NOTES 


The garments of a priest for performing an individual ser- 
vice - Pr Naya yia na: The author of the Me'iri explains the 
passage differently than Rashi does. In his opinion, the Gemara 
is not actually discussing the High Priest on Yom Kippur and 
the service that he performs that day. The individual service 
mentioned in the Gemara is an actual offering brought by an 
individual, e.g., a vow-offering or a gift-offering. Those offer- 
ings may be sacrificed by a priest wearing his own garments, 
but communal offerings may not. Clearly, the High Priest could 
not perform the service on Yom Kippur, which is communal, 
wearing his own garments. That is why the discussion is with 
regard to a common priest rather than the High Priest, and is 
closer to the plain understanding of the verses in the book of 
Ezekiel. 


Wine in a thick glass cup — Sata KYN: Some commentaries 
explain the analogy as referring to wine poured into water, which 
has the effect of coloring the water. The priest's skin was not vis- 


ible through the material, but the linen appeared darker due to 
his skin beneath it (Siah Yitzhak). 


A poor person and a wealthy person and a wicked person — "39 
ywy vwy: Despite varying social and financial standings and 
different temperaments, no one can claim that due to hardship or 
emptation he has been robbed of his freedom of choice. These 
incidents illustrate that in all circumstances, one has the freedom 
o choose to do what is right (Me’iri). 


Why did you not engage in Torah - mina npoy x mg 2572: The 
Talmud teaches that a person's ultimate judgment begins with 
he Torah that he studied or failed to study, and continues with 
he other mitzvot that he performed or neglected to perform 
Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Were you any poorer than Hillel - dba ‘AN gagy: The poor 


should learn from Hillel to set aside at least a brief period of time 
o study Torah (Petah Einayim). 


HALAKHA 

He contributes his own and transfers it to the pub- 
lic- wax) pim bwa aaa: All the priestly garments are 
communal property. An individual is permitted to donate 
his own priestly garments to the community. In the Kesef 
Mishne this halakha is attributed to the Gemara here, but 
in the Lehem Mishne it is attributed to the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:7). 


A poor person and a wealthy person — wy 3%: All 
Jews, poor and wealthy, ill and healthy, are obligated to 
study Torah. Even the poor who depend on charity to 
survive must devote time to study Torah (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 1:8). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Elazar ben Harsum - 0097 Ja awh ya; Rabbi 
Elazar ben Harsum was a High Priest, as mentioned else- 
where in tractate Yoma, who served for eleven years in 
that capacity. On several occasions the Talmud describes 
his enormous wealth, as well as his great humility. It is 
unclear exactly when he lived and served; some com- 
mentaries place him as a contemporary of Antigonus 
of Sokho (Rambam), one of the early tanna‘im, while 
others place him later, during the time of the Temple's 
destruction. 
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BACKGROUND 

Guard of the study hall - wman ma miw: Throughout 
Jewish history attitudes have varied with regard to pay- 
ment for Torah study, especially at the highest levels. Ap- 
parently, in early generations, the preference was to have 
students of means who were not financially dependent 
on the community and were thereby free of the pressure 
hat could accompany such support. Therefore, a fee was 
charged to enter the study hall. These fees were abolished 
by Hillel when he assumed his position of Nasi. Still, for 
several additional generations, guards were instructed to 
restrict entry to the yeshiva to students. Elsewhere the 
Gemara quotes Rabban Gamliel as saying: Any student 
whose inside, his thoughts and feelings, are not like his 
outside, his conduct and character traits, will not enter the 
study hall, which greatly limited the number of students 
(Berakhot 28a, p. 182). Following severe upheavals, including 
the temporary impeachment of Rabban Gamliel of Yavne 
from his position as Nasi, this restriction was rescinded and 
the doors opened to all. 


Skylight - Aarts: 


Roman sett 


Snow three cubits high - by minx vow ov: That accu- 
mulation of snow is rare in Jerusalem. However, there have 
been times when snowstorms yielded great snowdrifts 
overnight, especially next to fences and the like. 


The Old City of Jerusalem in the snow 


LANGUAGE 
Service [angarya] — 813%: From the Greek ayyapeia, 
angareya, meaning forced labor for the government. 
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They said about Hillel the Elder that each and every day he 
would work and earn a half-dinar," half of which he would give 
to the guard of the study hall’ and half of which he spent for his 
sustenance and the sustenance of the members of his family. 
One time he did not find employment to earn a wage, and the 
guard of the study hall did not allow him to enter. He ascended 
to the roof, suspended himself, and sat at the edge of the sky- 
light’ in order to hear the words of the Torah of the living God 
from the mouths of Shemaya and Avtalyon, the spiritual leaders 
of that generation. 


The Sages continued and said: That day was Shabbat eve and it 
was the winter season of Tevet, and snow fell upon him from 
the sky. When it was dawn, Shemaya said to Avtalyon: Avtalyon, 
my brother, every day at this hour the study hall is already bright 
from the sunlight streaming through the skylight, and today it is 
dark; is it perhaps a cloudy day? They focused their eyes and 
saw the image of a man in the skylight. They ascended and 
found him covered with snow three cubits high.” They extri- 
cated him from the snow, and they washed him and smeared oil 
on him, and they sat him opposite the bonfire to warm him. 
They said: This man is worthy for us to desecrate Shabbat for 
him. Saving a life overrides Shabbat in any case; however, this 
great man is especially deserving. Clearly, poverty is no excuse for 
the failure to attempt to study Torah. 


And if a wealthy man comes before the heavenly court, the mem- 
bers of the court say to him: Why did you not engage in Torah? 
If he says: I was wealthy and preoccupied with managing my 
possessions, they say to him: Were you any wealthier than 
Rabbi Elazar, who was exceedingly wealthy and nevertheless 
studied Torah? They said about Rabbi Elazar ben Harsum that 
his father left him an inheritance of one thousand villages on 
land, and corresponding to them, one thousand ships at sea. 
And each and every day he takes a leather jug of flour on his 
shoulder and walks from city to city and from state to state to 
study Torah from the Torah scholars in each of those places. 


One time as he passed through the villages in his estate and his 
servants found him, did not recognize him, and, thinking he was 
a resident of the town, they pressed him into service [angarya ]t 
for the master of the estate. He said to them: I beseech you; let 
me be" and I will go study Torah. They said: We swear by the 
life of Rabbi Elazar ben Harsum that we will not let you be. The 
Gemara comments: And in all his days, he never went and saw’ 
all his possessions and his property; rather, he would sit and 
engage in the study of Torah all day and all night. 


And if a wicked man comes to judgment, the members of the 

court say to him: Why did you not engage in Torah? Ifhe said: 
Iwas handsome and preoccupied with my evil inclination, as I 
had many temptations, they say to him: Were you any more 

handsome than Joseph, who did not neglect Torah despite his 

beauty? They said about Joseph the righteous: Each and every 
day, the wife of Potiphar seduced him with words. In addition, 
the clothes that she wore to entice him in the morning, she did 

not wear to entice him in the evening. The clothes that she wore 

to entice him in the evening, she did not wear to entice him in 
the morning of the next day. 


Half-dinar — yaw: A half-dinar was a very low wage even for 
unskilled laborers, According to tradition, Hillel the Elder worked 
part time chopping wood for that negligible payment. 


| beseech you let me be — my7 OD NWPIAa: He did not 
reveal his true identity because he feared that they would 


NOTES 
not believe him, and he did not want to waste time that he 


could be devoting to Torah study proving his identity to them 
(Maharsha). 


Tories 


his servants did not recognize ne ‘Rave Eva Emden). 
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One day she said to him: Submit to me and have relations with me. 

He said to her: No. 

She said to him: I will incarcerate you in the prison. He said to 
her: I do not fear you, as it is stated: “God releases prisoners” 
(Psalms 146:7). 

She said to him: I will cause you to be bent over with suffering. 

He said: “God straightens those who are bent over” (Psalms 146:8). 

She said I will blind your eyes. 

He said to her “God opens the eyes of the blind” (Psalms 146:8). 

She gave him a thousand talents ofsilver to submit to her, “to lie with 
her and be with her” (Genesis 39:10), and he refused. 


The Gemara elaborates: Had he submitted to her to lie with her in this 
world, it would have been decreed in Heaven that he would be with her 
in the World-to-Come. Therefore, he refused. Consequently, Hillel 
obligates the poor to study Torah, Rabbi Elazar ben Harsum obligates 
the wealthy, and Joseph obligates the wicked. For each category of 
people, there is a role model who overcame his preoccupations and 
temptations to study Torah. 


MI S H N A The High Priest comes and stands next to his 

bull," and his bull was standing between the 
Entrance Hall and the altar with its head facing to the south and its 
face to the west. And the priest stands to the east of the bull, and his 


face points to the west. And the priest places his two hands on the bull 
and confesses. 


And this is what he would say in his confession: Please, God, I have 

sinned, I have done wrong, and I have rebelled before You, I and my 
family. Please, God, grant atonement, please, for the sins, and for the 

wrongs, and for the rebellions that I have sinned, and done wrong, 
and rebelled before You, I and my family, as it is written in the Torah 

of Moses your servant: “For on this day atonement shall be made for 
you to cleanse you of all your sins; you shall be clean before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 16:30). And the priests and the people who were in the 

courtyard respond after he recites the name of God: Blessed be the 

name of His glorious kingdom forever and all time. 


The mishna states that when the High Priest 
GEMARA ; 


recites his confession, the bull stands between 
the Entrance Hall to the Sanctuary and the altar, and elsewhere (41b) 
it is stated that the bull is slaughtered at the place where the confession 
is recited. Apparently, the place where the confession is recited must 
be considered north. The Gemara clarifies: About whom did you 
learn that he said that the area between the Entrance Hall and the 
altar is considered north and is therefore a valid location for slaugh- 
tering offerings of the most sacred order, based on the verse written 
with regard to the burnt-offering: “On the side of the altar northward” 
(Leviticus 1:11)? 


It is Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, as it was taught in a baraita: 
What is the north?" It is the area from the northern wall of the altar 
until the wall of the Temple courtyard. And opposite the entire altar 
is also considered north; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, adds even 
the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar to the area that is 
considered north. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi adds that even the areas to 
the north in the place where the priests walk, and even areas to the 
north in the place where the Israelites walk, are considered north in 
terms of the halakha of slaughtering offerings. However, everyone 
agrees that the area from the chamber of the knives" and inward, 
which is an area off to the side, is unfit for slaughtering offerings of the 
most sacred order, as it is not visible from the altar. 
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HALAKHA 

He comes next to his bull - ina byx b xa: The High 
Priest sanctifies his hands and his feet, removes his 
golden garments, immerses, and dons his white linens 
garments. He sanctifies his hands and his feet and 
comes to his bull, which stood between the Entrance 
Hall and the altar. The bull's head is to the south, with 
its face turned west. The High Priest places his hands 
on the bull and recites his confession: Please, God, | 
have sinned, | have done wrong, and | have rebelled 
before you, as described in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:1). 


HALAKHA 

What is the north — yia¥ wy: The following areas 
are considered north: From the northern wall of the 
courtyard to the eastern wall, sixty and a half cubits, 
and from the Entrance Hall to the eastern wall of the 
courtyard, seventy-six cubits. The offerings of the most 
sacred order are slaughtered in that area. The Rambam 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
as the rulings are in accordance with his opinion in 
disputes with his colleagues (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:16). 


NOTES 
Chamber of the knives — mona ma: This chamber 
was where the knives for slaughtering were stored. 
Each priestly watch had its own compartment in 
which it stored its knives. 
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— NOTES — 
Does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi...not add - spin x30: If 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi includes in his definition of north an 
area that is distant from the altar, he certainly includes the 
area between the Entrance Hall and the altar, which is closer 
to the altar (Ritva). 


Placing hands on the offering - marty TDD: All offerings 
except for the first-born and the animal-tithe require placing 
of hands on the animal's head. The one performing this rite 
places his two hands between the horns of the animal and 
presses down with all his strength. If it is an offering brought 
to atone for a transgression, he confesses his transgression 
while placing his hands. In the case of peace-offerings or 
thanks-offerings, he recites a statement of gratitude. The ani- 
mal is slaughtered immediately thereafter, in the same place 
where the placing of hands was performed. 


Burnt-offering - mhiy: As stated here, in addition to burnt- 
offerings brought on a voluntary basis, burnt-offerings are 
also brought as atonement for failure to perform positive 
mitzvot. In his commentary on the Torah, the Ramban ex- 
plains that burnt-offerings also atone for unwitting transgres- 
sion of sins with no prescribed avenue for atonement (see 
Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi and Tzeida LaDerekh). 


The sin of gleanings, etc. - ^3) py fw: Rabbi Yosei HaGe- 

lili means that all prohibitions that after violation are trans- 
formed into positive mitzvot require burnt-offerings. He spe- 

cifically mentions these mitzvot to teach that they fall into this 
category (Josafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 


BACKGROUND 
The head of the bull was facing to the south and its face 
was facing to the west — swab ma oih iwn: The image 
depicts the High Priest preparing to place his hands on the 
bull. The head of the bull is toward the south while its face is 
turned toward the west. 


Priest preparing to place his hands on the bull 
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The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, and not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The 
Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, now, does 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi add only to the statement of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, but does not add" to the statement of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? After all, the area deemed 
north according to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, is included 
in the area deemed north by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Therefore, the 
mishna could be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi as well. 


The Gemara reformulates its suggestion: This is what we are say- 
ing: If the mishna were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi, who holds that the entire courtyard is considered 

north, let us stand the bull anywhere in the entire courtyard and 

not necessarily between the Entrance Hall and the altar. The Ge- 
mara rejects this: Rather, what do you suggest? The mishna is only 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 

Shimon? According to his opinion one could suggest: And let us 

stand the bull between the altar and the wall, as everyone agrees 

that this area is considered north. 


Rather, what have you to say to explain why the bull is positioned 
specifically between the Entrance Hall and the altar? It is due to 
the weakness of the High Priest, so that he need not exert himself 
and walk long distances on Yom Kippur. According to Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi as well, it is due to the weakness of the High 
Priest that the bull is positioned specifically there, although it is 
permitted to position the bull anywhere in the courtyard. 


§ The mishna continues: The head of the bull was facing to the 
south and its face was facing to the west.” The Gemara asks: Un- 
der what circumstances can a case be found where its head is 
toward one direction and its face is toward another? Rav said: It 
is a case where the animal is standing north-south and it turns its 
head and faces west. The Gemara asks: And let us stand it straight 
east-west with its back to the altar and its head facing the Sanctuary. 
Abaye said: It is prohibited due to a decree lest the bull defecate 
opposite the altar, which is a display of contempt for the altar. 


The Sages taught: How does the priest place his hands on the 
offering?" In the offerings of the most sacred order, the animal 
stands in the north of the courtyard and its face is to the west, 
and the one who is placing his hands stands to the east of the 
offering and his face is to the west, and he places his two hands 
between the two horns of the offering, provided that nothing 
interposes between his hands and the offering. And he con- 
fesses" his sins. If the confession is over a sin-offering, he con- 
fesses the transgression for which he is bringing the sin-offering, 
i.e„ unwitting violation of a prohibition punishable by karet. And 
over a guilt-offering he confesses the transgression for which he 
is bringing the guilt-offering, e.g., theft or misuse of consecrated 
property. And over a burnt-offering,” with regard to which the 
Torah does not specify for which transgressions it is brought, he 
confesses the sin of not leaving gleanings," forgotten sheaves, 
and produce of the corners [pe'a], as well as not separating poor 
man’s tithe. This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 


HALAKHA 


How does he place his hands and confess - 1) gaio 193 
mmm: An offering of the most sacred order is positioned in 
the north with its head to the south and facing the west. The 
one placing his hands stands to the east of the animal, facing 
west, and places his two hands between the animal's horns 
and confesses his sin. He confesses the appropriate sin for 


the offering that he is sacrificing, i.e., a sin-offering or a guilt- 
offering. For failure to fulfill a positive mitzva and for violation 
of prohibitions that after violation are transformed into positive 
mitzvot, one confesses over a burnt-offering, as per the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 3:14). 
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Rabbi Akiva says: A burnt-offering is brought only over the 
failure to fulfill a positive mitzva and over violation of a prohibi- 
tion that after violation is transformed into a positive mitzva." 
This refers to all prohibitions followed by positive mitzvot in- 
tended to rectify them; e.g., the prohibition against robbery is 
followed in the Torah by a positive mitzva for the robber to return 
the object that he stole. These transgressions are not punishable 
by lashes nor does a human court administer any other form of 
penalty. However, a burnt-offering is required in order to gain 
divine atonement for the sinner. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they dis- 
agree? Rabbi Yirmeya said: 


It is with regard to the prohibition against eating an unslaugh- 
tered animal carcass, and similar prohibitions, that they disagree. 
The Torah says: “You shall not eat any unslaughtered animal car- 
cass; give it to the stranger in your community to eat” (Deuter- 
onomy 14:21). The dispute is whether this is a prohibition that 
after violation is transformed into a positive mitzva or whether it 
is a standard prohibition punishable by lashes. 


Rabbi Akiva holds: It is a full-fledged prohibition,‘ violators of 
which are flogged, as is the case with regard to violators of stan- 
dard Torah prohibitions. In his opinion, this is not a case of a 
prohibition that after violation is transformed into a positive 
mitzva, as the positive mitzva: “Give it to the stranger in your 
community to eat,” in no way rectifies the prohibition that was 
violated. If the carcass was eaten, obviously it cannot then be 
given to the stranger. Apparently, the verse means that due to the 
prohibition against eating it, one should give it to the stranger. 
And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds: It is not a full-fledged prohibi- 
tion; rather, it is a prohibition that after violation is transformed 
into a positive mitzva. Because the positive command appears 
after the prohibition, it is tantamount to a prohibition that can be 
rectified. 


Abaye said that everyone agrees that the prohibition of eating 
an unslaughtered animal carcass is a full-fledged prohibition, 
and it is not a prohibition that after violation is transformed into 
a positive mitzva, and here, it is with regard to the positive mitz- 
va written after the prohibitions with regard to gleanings, forgot- 
ten sheaves, and pe‘a that they disagree. The verse states: “And 
when you reap the harvest of your land, you shall not wholly reap 
the corner of your field, neither shall you gather the gleaning of 
your harvest. And you shall not glean your vineyard, neither shall 
you gather the fallen fruit of your vineyard; you shall leave them 
for the poor and for the stranger, I am the Lord your God (Le- 
viticus 19:9-10). After listing the prohibitions: You shall not whol- 
ly reap, you shall not glean, and you shall not gather, the Torah 
commands: You shall leave them. 


Rabbi Akiva holds that the positive mitzva: You shall leave, in- 
dicates that one leaves gleanings, forgotten sheaves, and pe'a in 
the field from the outset, and is not in effect after he violates the 
prohibition of: You shall not wholly reap. If one fails to fulfill that 
mitzva, he violates full-fledged prohibitions punishable by lashes. 
However, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that the positive mitzva: 
You shall leave, indicates now, after one violated the prohibition. 
Even if the individual violated the prohibitions and harvested 
those crops, there is an obligation to rectify his actions by leaving 
the produce he harvested for the poor. This is not a full-fledged 
prohibition; rather, it is a prohibition that after violation is trans- 
formed into a positive mitzva that rectifies the transgression. 


NOTES 


A prohibition that after violation is transformed into a 
positive mitzva — ney pray nwyn x»: Generally speaking, 
intentional violation of a prohibition is punishable by forty 
lashes, provided that the transgressor was forewarned and 
witnesses were present. However, there are circumstances 
when lashes are not administered for violation of a prohibi- 
tion. The category of prohibition that after violation is trans- 
formed into a positive mitzva refers to situations where there 
is a positive mitzva that the Torah prescribes to rectify viola- 
tion of the prohibition, e.g., the prohibition against robbery 
is followed by the positive mitzva to return the item that was 
stolen. The prohibition is thereby transformed into a positive 
mitzva, and it is not classified as a full-fledged prohibition. In 
that case, there are no lashes. 


NOTES =——¥—_—_————_- 
It is a full-fledged prohibition - x17 whyn wh: See Tosafot, 
who contend that everyone agrees that this is not a prohibi- 
tion that is transformed into a positive mitzva, as the mitzva 
in no way rectifies the prohibition and in no way removes it 
from the category of prohibition. Nevertheless, since there is 
a positive mitzva written there, the prohibition is not like oth- 
er prohibitions. Specifically, it is not like the prototype from 
which all prohibitions for which one is flogged are derived, 
the prohibition against muzzling animals while they work. 
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HALAKHA 


The formula of the confession — 979473 yw: This is 
how the High Priest confesses: Please, God, | have 
sinned, | have done wrong, and | have rebelled be- 
fore you, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 
2:6 and 4:1). 


NOTES 


And it is said: Then Livna rebelled [pasha] at that 
time - Kng Nya mab Ywn tx TINI: The Gemara's 
use of the introductory phrase: And itis said, indicates 
that this is an addition to the previous citation. The 
previous verse cited: The king of Moab pasha against 
me, does not necessarily signify rebellion, as the king of 
Moab was not a subject of the king of Israel. Therefore, 
the Gemara cites the verse with regard to Livna, a city 
in Judea, in which the term pasha certainly refers to a 
rebellion against its king (Gevurat Ari). 


However, what is the rationale for the sequence of 
that which Moses said — Wi waxw wma Kby: The 
Gemara does not explain the meaning of the verse 
written with regard to the scapegoat: “All their rebel- 
lions and all their sins” (Leviticus 16:21). It could be ex- 
plained that the Rabbis understand that the High Priest 
confesses the wrongdoings and rebellions after he has 
already confessed the sins (Me'iri). 


Intentional sins like unwitting ones - nisa nisin: If 
itis not possible to pardon the intentional acts without 
punishment, at least let them be treated as unwitting 
sins (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


It is obvious that in a dispute between an individual 
and the many, the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the many - 7397 pan PM Xv wD 
w32: Many commentaries (among them the Siah 
Yitzhak) wonder whether this is indeed obvious. There 
is another principle: The halakha is in accordance with 
an unattributed mishna, and here there is an unattrib- 
uted mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir. Some suggest that the halakha is not ruled in 
accordance with an unattributed mishna when the 
many disagree with the opinion stated there. Others 
explain that the principle that the halakha is ruled in 
accordance with an unattributed mishna is the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan. Rav disagrees (see Yad Malakhi, 
Maskil LeEitan, and Mikhtav LeHizkiyahu). 


There was a certain person who descended — x13 
MATT ap Mm: The Gemara cites this episode to em- 
phasize why Rav was forced to issue a definitive ruling; 
people continued to recite the confession incorrectly 
even several generations later (geonim). 
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§ The Sages taught in the Tosefta: How does he confess? What is the 
formula of the confession?" It is: Ihave done wrong, I have rebelled, 
and I have sinned. And likewise, with regard to the scapegoat, it 
says that the confession is in that order: “And he shall confess over 
it all of the children of Israel’s wrongdoings and all their rebellions 
and all their sins” (Leviticus 16:21). And likewise, when God re- 
vealed Himself to Moses it says: “Forgiving wrongdoing and rebel- 
lion and sin” (Exodus 34:7). This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
And the Rabbis say that the meaning of these terms is: Wrongdoings 
are intentional transgressions, and likewise it says: “That soul shall 
be cut off, it bears its guilt” (Numbers 15:31). This refers to sins 
committed intentionally. 


Rebellions are rebellious transgressions, when one not only intends 

to violate a prohibition but does so as an act of defiance against God. 
And likewise, it says: “The king of Moab rebelled [pasha] against 

me” (11 Kings 3:7). And it is said: “Then Livna rebelled at that time” 
(11 Kings 8:22)." With regard to the phrase: All of their sins, these are 

unwitting sins. And it says: “If a soul should sin unwittingly” (Le- 
viticus 4:2). In light of these definitions the sequence suggested by 
Rabbi Meir is unlikely, as once he confessed the wrongdoings and 

rebellions, does he then confess the unwitting sins? 


Rather, this is the manner in which he confesses: I have sinned, I 
have done wrong, and I have rebelled before You, I and my house- 
hold. And likewise, with regard to David it says in this sequence: 
“We have sinned along with our forefathers, we have done wrong, 
we have performed evil” (Psalms 106:6). And likewise, with regard 
to Solomon it says: “We have sinned, and we have done wrong, we 
have done evil” (1 Kings 8:47). And likewise, with regard to Daniel 
it says: “We have sinned, and we have done wrong, and we have 
done evil, and we have rebelled” (Daniel 9:5). However, according 
to this interpretation, what is the rationale for the sequence of that 
which Moses said: Forgiving wrongdoing and rebellion and sin, 
where sin appears last? Moses said before the Holy One, Blessed be 
He: Master of the Universe, when the Jewish people sin before you 
and repent, render their intentional sins like unwitting ones," 
forgive wrongdoing and rebellion as if they were sin. 


Rabba bar Shmuel said that Rav said: The halakha is in accordance 
with the statement of the Rabbis. The confession begins with the 
unwitting sins and concludes with the severe rebellions. The Gemara 
expresses surprise concerning the need for this ruling: It is obvious 
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
based on the principle: In a dispute between an individual and the 
many, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the many." 
The Gemara answers: Lest you say in this case that the rationale for 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir is reasonable, as the verse with regard to 
Moses is written in the order stated by Rabbi Meir and supports his 
opinion, therefore Rabba bar Shmuel teaches us that the halakha is 
nevertheless in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara relates that there was a certain person who descended‘ 
to lead the prayers before Rabba, and he performed the confession 
sequence in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Rabba said 
to him: Have you forsaken the opinion of the Rabbis, who are the 
many, and performed the confession sequence in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir? That person said to Rabba: I hold in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as it is written explicitly 
in the Torah of Moses. 


§ The Sages taught in a halakhic midrash that it is written: “And 
Aaron is to offer his own bull as a sin-offering and atone for himself 
and for his household” (Leviticus 16:6). Apparently, the verse is 
speaking of atonement achieved through words of confession. Do 
you say it is atonement achieved through words, or perhaps it is only 
atonement achieved through sprinkling blood, as each mention of 
atonement associated with an offering involves the sprinkling of blood 
on the altar? 
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I will infer via a verbal analogy: Atonement is stated here, with 
regard to the bull of the sin-offering, and atonement is stated 
there," with regard to the scapegoat: “And the goat designated by 
the lottery for Azazel shall be left standing alive before God, to 
atone with it” (Leviticus 16:10). Just as the atonement that is 
stated with regard to the goat is atonement achieved through 
words, as neither is the goat slaughtered nor is its blood sprinkled 
on the altar, so too, the atonement stated with regard to the bull 
refers to atonement achieved through words. 


And if it is your wish to state a claim rejecting that proof, there is 
a different proof. It says: “And Aaron shall then offer his bull of 
sin-offering and atone for himself and his household. And he 
shall slaughter his bull of sin-offering” (Leviticus 16:11). Here, the 
term atonement is used despite the fact that the bull has not yet 
been slaughtered. Apparently, the atonement of the bull is 
achieved through confession and not through sprinkling the 
blood. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify the midrash: What is the meaning of: 

And if it is your wish to say, which indicates that there is room to 

undermine the first source? Why is a second source required? The 

Gemara answers: And if you say that instead of deriving the atone- 
ment of the bull from the atonement of the scapegoat, let us de- 
rive it from the goat that is offered within, whose atonement is 

achieved through sprinkling its blood in the innermost sanctum; 

therefore, it was taught in the baraita that it says: And atone, and 

the bull has not yet been slaughtered. 


And from where is it derived that the confession must begin with 
the word please?" It is stated here: Atonement, and it is stated 
there, just before Moses’s plea following the sin of the Golden 


Calf at Horeb: “Perhaps I may secure atonement for your sin” 


(Exodus 32:30). Just as there, the prayer includes: “Please, this 
people is guilty of a great sin” (Exodus 32:31), so too here, the 
term please should be used. And from where is it derived that 
the Yom Kippur confession includes the name of God? It is stat- 
ed here: Atonement, and it is stated with regard to the heifer 
whose neck is broken: “Atone, O God, for Your nation of Israel 
whom You redeemed, and do not let guilt for the blood of the 
innocent remain among Your people Israel, and they will be 
atoned of bloodguilt” (Deuteronomy 21:8). Just as there, with 
regard to the heifer, the name of God is mentioned, so too here, 
the name of God is mentioned. 


Abaye said: Granted, the obligation to include the name of God 
in the confession at Horeb cannot be derived from the heifer 
whose neck is broken, since what was, was. The sin of the Gold- 
en Calf predated the mitzva of the heifer. However, you should 
derive that the confession in the ritual of the heifer whose neck 
is broken requires use of the term: Please, from Horeb, where 
Moses employed that term. And if you say that is so, and the term: 
Please, should be employed, didn’t we learn in a mishna that the 
priests say: “Atone," O God, for Your nation, Israel” (Deuter- 
onomy 21:8), while the mishna does not state the term please. 
Apparently, the formula of confession during the ritual of the 
heifer is not derived from Horeb. The Gemara says: It is indeed 
difficult why that is not derived. 


NOTES 

And atonement is stated there - 715 toad TNN: 
According to variant readings of the Gemara the verbal 
analogy is to the case of the heifer whose neck is broken, 
where atonement is effected without the sprinkling 
of blood. Another possible analogy is the atonement 
sought by Moses on Mount Sinai, which was clearly 
through prayer rather than through sacrifice of an offer- 
ing (Rabbi Elyakim; Piskei Rid; Sefer Yere'im). 


NOTES 
And from where is it derived that the confession must 
begin with the word please — kaxaw pany: Supplication 
on Yom Kippur seems extraneous, as it is a day dedicated 
to forgiveness and atonement. Therefore, the Gemara 
seeks a source for using a term of supplication even on 
Yom Kippur (Siah Yitzhak). 


HALAKHA 
The priests say atone — 153 OVaix OADM: After the 
neck of the heifer is broken, the Elders wash their hands 
and the priests recite in Hebrew as per the mishna (Sota 
46a): Atone for your nation, Israel, etc. (Kesef Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 9:3). 
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BACKGROUND 

Boxwood - yiiawex: The accepted identification of this plant 
is the long- leafed boxtree, Buxus sempervirens longifolia, a 
shrub which grows to a height of up to 10 m. An evergreen 
whose leaves are long and shiny on their upper side, it has thin 
stems with a circumference of no more than 20 cm. Boxwood, 
which is bright yellow, has always been considered superior 
wood in that it is dense, very hard, and flexible, and boards 
made from it are quite smooth and long-lasting. 


Boxwood 


PERSONALITIES 

Ben Gamla - xbna 1a: Yehoshua ben Gamla was a High 
Priest at the end of v Second Temple period. He married 
the famous and wealthy widow Marta bat Baitus, who used 
her money and influence to secure his position. Although 
the Sages disapproved of the method of his election, they 
nevertheless praised his great deeds, the most important 
of which was establishing a network of schools for Jewish 
children throughout Eretz Yisrael. It was said that were it not 
for Yehoshua ben Gamla, the Torah would have been forgot- 
ten from among the Jewish people. Apparently, he was also 
known as Yehoshua ben Gamliel, who was among the last of 
the High Priests in the Temple and who was killed during the 
destruction of the Temple. 


LANGUAGE 


Machine [mukheni] — 1333: From the Greek unxavy, me- 
khané, meaning machine, wheel, or lever. 


PEREK III: 37A 299473 


174 


ARIK ALNAN PY pay Y 
anya bais IKP T DW” 
nywa Dred nw o 1X 
qa vip Ww inw Pm IY 
omy ja TM bata 137 ON NIT 
nen PILP iK ywi 
nywa boon wI ond 1X 
DPX - onbiy pay va Mw 

Typ 


jash saat mind b xa A 
ax ma wx APD pon NIT 
sop yyy yw ow) DWN 
to nby yy aD ow AMT 
by ons 12 KUYI PT VNV 


naw) inix DYI YA) am 


Ayah wy ow mwyY pop ya 
KIT AN) DW Kby 5 mI Kow 
von ym xy W na11 nyy 

ayda popes 


The prophet said to the Jewish people - x33 ond ny 


The mishna continues: And the priests and the people who 

were in the courtyard respond after he recites the name of God: 

Blessed be the name of His glorious kingdom forever and all 

time. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says 

the following with regard to the verse: “When I call out the 

name of the Lord, give glory to our God” (Deuteronomy 32:3). 
Moses said to the Jewish people: When I mention the name 

of the Holy One, Blessed be He, you give Him glory and recite 

praises in his honor. Hananya, son of the brother of Rabbi 

Yehoshua, says that proof for the practice is from a different 

source: “The memory of the righteous shall be for a blessing” 
(Proverbs 10:7). The prophet, Solomon, said to the Jewish 

people:" When I mention the Righteous One ofall worlds, you 

accord Him a blessing. 


MI S HNA The priest then came to the eastern side 


of the Temple courtyard, farthest from 
the Holy of Holies, to the north of the altar. The deputy was to 
his right, and the head of the patrilineal family belonging to the 
priestly watch that was assigned to serve in the Temple that week 
was to his left. And they arranged two goats there, and there was 
a lottery receptacle there," and in it were two lots.” These were 
originally made of boxwood,' and the High Priest Yehoshua ben 
Gamla’ fashioned them of gold, and the people would mention 
him favorably for what he did. 


Since the mishna mentions an item designed to enhance the 
Temple service, it also lists other such items: The High Priest ben 
Katin made twelve spigots for the basin" so that several priests 
could sanctify their hands and feet at once, as previously the 
basin had only two. He also made a machine [mukheni]' for 
sinking the basin™ into flowing water during the night so that 
its water would not be disqualified by remaining overnight. 
Had the water remained in the basin overnight, it would have 
been necessary to pour it out the following morning. By immers- 
ing the basin in flowing water, the water inside remained fit for 
use the next morning. 


NOTES 
A machine for the basin — 13b 9597: According to most 


byw): The question was raised: Why is Solomon described 
asa prophet? Although he was a prophet, it is inappropriate 
to refer to him in that manner since the verse cited is from the 
Writings and not from the Prophets. Perhaps the Gemara here 
is not referring to the statement of Solomon; rather, it is citing 
the verse in Proverbs to evoke the statement of the prophet 
Moses (see Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 


The location of the lottery - yatan) oip: The receptacle for 
the lottery is placed in the east of the courtyard to the north 
of the altar, and the two goats are positioned there with their 
faces to the west and their tails to the east. The High Priest ar- 
rives with his deputy on his right and the head of the patrilineal 
family on his left, and the two goats stand before him, one 
to his right and one to his left (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom HakKippurim 3:2). 


Two lots — nibi 13W: The term: To God, is written on one of 
the lots, and: To Azazel, is written on the other one. These lots 
may be made from any material, wood, stone, or metal, but 
they must be identical. The lots in the Second Temple were 


HALAKHA 


commentaries, the machine was a wheel used to lower the 
basin into a pit where water flowed. The Rambam explains that 
the machine described here was a type of barrier surrounding 
the laver, and the wheel filled the area surrounded by the 
barrier with water from the pit. In this way the water was not 
disqualified because it remained contiguous with the water 
in the pit. 


fashioned from gold (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 3:1). 


Twelve spigots for the basin - aah T7 Wy DW: The basin 
had twelve spigots so that all the priests participating in the 
daily offering could sanctify their hands simultaneously (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:18). 


Machine for the basin — vwa ‘gaya: A device was made for 
the basin to prevent a situation where its water would become 
invalid from being left overnight. The Rambam, the Ra'avad, 
and others disagree with regard to the nature of this machine 
(Tosefot Yom Tov on Tamid, chapter 1; Kesef Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:18). 
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King Munbaz would contribute the funds required to make the 
handles of all the Yom Kippur vessels of gold. Queen Helene, 
his mother, fashioned a decorative gold chandelier’ above the 
entrance of the Sanctuary. She also fashioned a golden tablet 
[tavla]' on which the Torah portion relating to sota was written. 
The tablet could be utilized to copy this Torah portion, so that a 
Torah scroll need not be taken out for that purpose. With regard 
to Nicanor, miracles were performed to his doors, the doors in 
the gate of the Temple named for him, the Gate of Nicanor. And 
the people would mention all of those whose contributions were 
listed favorably. 


G E M ARA From the fact that it says in the mishna 


that the priest comes to the north of the 
altar, it can be learned by inference that the altar itself does not 
stand in the north but in the south of the courtyard. The Ge- 
mara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is the mishna? The 
Gemara answers: It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya’akov, as it was taught in a baraita that from the 
verse: “And he shall slaughter it on the side of the altar northward 
before God” (Leviticus 1:11), it is derived that the entire north 
side should be vacant. The altar is in the south, and the north is 
vacant. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t the first clause, the previous mishna, 
as explained above, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that the altar was par- 
tially in the north? The Gemara rejects this assertion: The entire 
mishna, including the first clause, is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. Emend the previous mishna 
and teach it as referring to the space adjacent to the area between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar and not actually the space be- 
tween them, north of the altar, where everyone agrees that it is the 
north. 


§ The mishna states that the deputy High Priest stands to the 
right of the High Priest, and the head of the patrilineal family is 
to his left. Rav Yehuda said with regard to the laws of etiquette: 
One who walks to the right of his teacher is a boor, in that he 
hasn't the slightest notion of good manners. The Gemara asks: 
Didn't we learn in the mishna that the deputy, who is like a stu- 
dent to the High Priest, is to the right of the High Priest, and the 
head of the patrilineal priestly family responsible for the Temple 
service that day is to his left? 


And furthermore, it was taught in a baraita: Three people who 
were walking on the road" should not walk in single file but 
should walk with the teacher in the middle, the greater of the 
students on his right, and the lesser of them to his left. And so 
too do we find with the three ministering angels" who came to 
Abraham: Michael, the greatest of the three, was in the middle, 
Gabriel was to his right, and Raphael was to his left. Apparently, 
a student walks to the right of his teacher. 


Rav Shmuel bar Pappa interpreted it before Rav Adda: He does 
not walk next to his teacher as an equal, but walks slightly behind 
him so that he is slightly obscured by his teacher. The Gemara 
asks: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One who walks next to 
his teacher is a boor; one who walks behind his teacher, allowing 
his teacher to walk before him, is among the arrogant. The Ge- 
mara answers: He does not walk directly beside him but slightly 
to his side" and slightly behind his teacher. 


HALAKHA 


Three people who were walking on the road - yaw awe 
ma pm: When three people walk together on a ‘road, the 
most prominent walks in the middle, the next most prominent 


to his right, and the least prominent to his left (Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh Dea 242:17). 


To his side - *t13¥% 73¥7: It is prohibited for a student to 
walk alongside his teacher; rather, he should remain slightly 
to his side and slightly behind him. If there is a distance of four 
cubits between them, he may walk to his side (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 242:16). 


NOTES 
Gold chandelier - amr bw nua: Most commentaries explain 
his to be a chandelier, although the author of the Meri, citing 
he Rambam, explains that it is a shimmering golden pane. 


And so too do we find with the three ministering angels — 
mwa axa mwhwa wn yoy: The Gemara does not explain 
he source of this statement. Rashi explains that the term 
in the verse: “Stood over him [nitzavim alav]" (Genesis 18:2), 
indicates they all stood together, and did not come before 
him one at a time, from which proper etiquette can be derived. 
Some commentaries explain that since Abraham spoke to 
one of the angels, clearly the greatest of the three, apparently 
Abraham discerned his stature from the way in which they 
were standing (see Maharsha and HaBoneh). 


_ LANGUAGE 


Tablet [tavla] - bav: From the Latin tabula, meaning board, 
especially a writing tablet and a wooden board that serves as 
a cover for a table. 


Wax writing tablet 
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BACKGROUND 
Frontplate, that the name of God was written upon it- x3 
voy sanz ownw: The image depicts a reconstruction of the 
frontplate. 


Frontplate 


176 


PEREK III: 37A ° 19973919 


nibi yw an ow any ypy 
Dye w by Pas may paua 
a be bw- [niia] mibi 


- m by ows m by ow pm» bia 
ang bin ab ams bay” anb sin 
an baa wbx awd IND prs Poreah 
1 bis agx Kby bieb IND PN) 
ow bwn it by Drew by ow bw 
baw th Toba- mt by at by 
any why TY prea pry - mah] an 
1D OX Jams Kby Sax prea pr) 
pre yaw Pn ani Ton m 
by 10%) am by any ney xbw 

PRIN) bing IX ADD 


xb pwa “at bs bw iba 
PrI yaw rgb soa) xD 
Diaa by Km voy DN own 
Day Saw sath saab - 19 MAX 
ag by m7 by na 2) 

phppy by am 


93) TI Wy DIY MY pop 13" 
WATS WY DID VRD YTD AN D) 
I? pwsapa Tana priya mian 
NW tan nines naa phm 
why m hm wp wpn iba 
a YY yp Bape inp yA maw 

jinn 


31 703 a NYY KT ANY 
mI rsbabya: MON VOX PIDA NID 
Por xypwn 


roban nit ba nyy qoan tan” 
RT PT TaY 11 


§ The mishna continues: And there was a lottery receptacle in 
the east of the courtyard there, and in it were two lots. The 
Sages taught the following in a baraita with regard to the verse: 
“And Aaron shall place lots on the two goats, one lot for God 
and one lot for Azazel” (Leviticus 16:8). Lots is a general term; 
they may be fashioned from any material, as the Torah does 
not specify the material of which they are made. 


One might have thought that he should place two lots on this 
goat and two lots on that goat;" therefore, the verse states: 
“One lot for God and one lot for Azazel” (Leviticus 16:8)," 
meaning there is only one lot here for God, and there is only 
one lot here for Azazel. Likewise, one might have thought he 
should place the lot of God and the lot of Azazel on this goat, 
and the lot of God and the lot of Azazel on that goat; therefore, 
the verse states: One lot for God, i.e., there is only one lot here 
for God, and there is only one lot here for Azazel. If so, what 
is the meaning when the verse states lots, in the plural, since 
each of the two goats has one lot not two? It is to teach that the 
two lots should be identical; that he should not make one of 
gold and one of silver, or one big and one small. 


It was taught in the baraita that the lots may be fashioned from 

any material. The Gemara asks: This is obvious, considering 
that the Torah does not designate a particular material. The 

Gemara answers: No, it is necessary only due to that which was 

taught in a baraita: Because we find with regard to the High 

Priest's frontplate that the name of God was written’ upon it 

and it was made of gold, one might have thought that this lot, 
too, should be made of gold since it has God’s name on it. There- 
fore, the verse states: Lot, lot, twice to include other materials 

and not exclusively gold. It includes lots made of olive wood, 
and includes lots made of walnut wood, and includes lots made 

of boxwood. 


§ The mishna continues: The High Priest ben Katin made 
twelve spigots for the basin. It was taught: Ben Katin did this 
so that twelve of his fellow priests, who are occupied with 
sacrificing the daily offering as explained above, could sanctify 
their hands and their feet simultaneously. It was taught: In 
the morning, when the basin is full," one sanctifies his hands 
and his feet from the spigots fixed at the top of the basin be- 
cause the water level is high. And in the afternoon, when the 
water level is low, he sanctifies his hands and his feet from the 
spigots fixed at the bottom. 


The mishna continues with regard to ben Katin: He also made 
a machine for sinking the basin. The Gemara asks: What is this 
machine? Abaye said: It is a wheel with which he lowered the 
basin into the pit. 


The mishna continues: King Munbaz would contribute the 
funds required to make the handles of all the Yom Kippur 
vessels of gold. The Gemara asks: If he wanted to donate 
money to beautify the Temple, he should have made the vessels 
themselves of gold, not just the handles. 


NOTES 


Two lots on this goat and two lots on that goat — by mw 
m by maa Mt: One could contend that there were two lots on 
each goat, for a total of four (Meiiri). 


For God and for Azazel — bin ben ow by: One might have 
thought that after the two lots determined which goat was for 
God and which for Azazel, both lots would be placed on each 
of the goats to fulfill the mitzva of placing the lots based on 


the verse cited in the Gemara: And Aaron shall place lots on the 
two goats (see Josafot; Tosafot Yeshanim; Me'iri). 


In the morning when the basin is full — nna mw: Some 
commentaries understand that this description comes to ex- 
plain why there were initially two spigots rather than one. The 
top one was used in the morning, and the bottom one in the 
afternoon (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


Perek III 
Daf 37 Amud b 


SDNY PDO NIPI MBC WK 
nai) oS > TY NIT AK 
Sy pra nim mba nim D3 
xowin am Sw Dyan oi 

PI ANT NOS NIN 


bw nym mney iay 92997” 
TATTY TYPA NI ND I 
Samy magn peyi nixis nny 

YOO MNP PA ITD pTi 


DINY yoy OX KPI van 
NI = Tay TWIN Tawa IK DY 
PRIDA DUD WIRY 29D Ny? 
MAN VAN DOI TAVI Wats) 

p>yrat KAY ised 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Abaye said: Although gold is not suitable for knife blades, as it is 
too soft for use in slaughter, the mishna is referring to knife handles. 
The Gemara raises an objection from a different baraita: King 
Munbaz also made the bases of vessels, the grips of vessels, the 
handles of vessels," and the handles of knives of Yom Kippur of 
gold. Apparently, knives are not categorized as vessels; therefore, 
the handles of the Yom Kippur vessels that Munbaz donated were 
not knife handles. The Gemara answers: Abaye interpreted that 
Munbaz donated gold for the handles of axes and hatchets. The 
blades of these implements cannot be made of gold; rather, like 
knives, they require stronger material. 


§ The mishna continues: Queen Helene,’ his mother, fashioned 
a decorative gold chandelier above the entrance of the Sanctuary. 
It was taught in a mishna: When the sun rose, sparks of light would 
emanate from the chandelier,’ which was polished, and everyone 
knew that the time to recite Shema had arrived. The ideal time to 
recite Shema is at the moment of sunrise. 


The Gemara raises an objection: One who recites Shema in the 
morning with the men of the priestly watch, who served in the 
Temple during a given week, or with the men of the non-priestly 
watch, designated groups of Israelites who accompanied the priest- 
ly watch to Jerusalem that week, did not fulfill his obligation." That 
is because the men of the priestly watch recite Shema too early" 
so that they will have sufficient time to perform the Temple service, 
and the men of the non-priestly watch, who recite lengthy prayers 
and stand over the daily morning offering when it is sacrificed, 
postpone reciting Shema. For whom, then, did the emanating 
sparks signal the time to recite Shema? Abaye said: It was an indica- 
tor for the rest of the people in Jerusalem, who recited Shema at 
the appropriate time to recite Shema. 


NOTES 


Grips [ognei] of vessels and handles [yedot] of vessels — 231K 
ods nin) dp: Both terms, yedot and ognei, refer to handles. 
Yedot refers to handles that are an organic part of the vessel; 
ognei refers to handles that attach to metal rings on the vessel 
(geonim; Arukh). 


Did not fulfill his obligation — inajn » xx x: The Ritva 
explains that this does not mean that one does not fulfill his 
obligation at all. It means that his performance of the mitzva 
is less than ideal because he did not recite Shema at the time 
determined by the Sages. 


PERSONALITIES 


Queen Helene and King Munbaz - 1339121 ahem: Helene was 
wife of a monarch from Adiabene, a small kingdom in north- 
ern Syria, on the Tigris river. Helene lived in the generation 
prior to the destruction of the Second Temple, and she and 
her sons Munbaz and lzats, also known as Bezotus, became 
familiar with the Torah by Jews who passed through their 
and. They later converted, and apparently many members of 
heir country’s nobility converted with them. Queen Helene 
visited Jerusalem several times and donated many gifts to the 
Temple and to ordinary people suffering economic hardship. 
Her sons continued to help the Jewish people and to ply the 
Temple with gifts. In addition, they sent troops from Adiabene 
o support the fighters during the great rebellion that culmi- 
nated in the destruction of the Temple. Queen Helene and 
her son Munbaz are mentioned several times in the Talmud 
as paradigms of fear of God and of righteousness. 


Sarcophagus of Queen Helene at the Israel Museum, Jerusalem 


BACKGROUND 


When the sun rose sparks of light would emanate from the 
chandelier — man pyi nixis not mana wwa: 


Sun rising over the Temple 


HALAKHA 

Reciting Shema too early - nInw yaw nN pa TAWI: 
One who recites Shema early, from the time that one 
recognizes an acquaintance at a distance of four cubits, 
has fulfilled his obligation even if he finishes before sun- 
rise. In exigent circumstances, one may recite Shema at 
dawn ab initio, as per the conclusion of the Gemara in 
tractate Berakhot (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat 
Shema 1:12). 
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NOTES 
One may write a scroll - abn pania: The primary concern 
is that since the Torah is a single unit, one may not separate 
it into independent segments. The question is whether it 
is permitted to do so in order to facilitate fulfillment of a 
mitzva like the study of Torah (see Orah HaHalakha). 


Of the alef-beit - ma Jya: Rashi explains that the tablet 
was written with initials. Others suggest that the letters 
were written out of sequence, or in lines of three words 
(see Siah Yitzhak). In the Jerusalem Talmud, apparently, the 
scribe writing the sota portion during the sota ceremony 
intended to write letters that were the size and form of 
the letters on the tablet, but the tablet did not contain 
the entire text. 


HALAKHA 


Writing a scroll for a child - pind mova: Citing the Ram- 


bam, the author of the Shulhan Arukh rules that one does 
not write scrolls for children even for educational purposes, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabba in tractate Gittin. 
The Rif and others disagree and permit it, and in the Bah it 
is written that doing so is customary throughout the Jewish 
people (Taz; Beer Heitev; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 283:2). 


Perek III 
Daf 38 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
Alternating — paypa: It is permitted to write a passage 
from the Torah on a scroll with three words to a line. That 
is how the Rambam interprets the term alternating words 
(see Rabbeinu Yeruham; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 283:3). 


BACKGROUND 

Alexandria — KIDDY: This port city, which lies west 
of the Nile delta, was founded by Alexander the Great in 
332 BCE. In its glory days, during the Ptolemaic rule in Egypt 
and until the end of the mishnaic period, Alexandria was 
one of the largest cities and cultural centers in the world. 
The greatest scientists, doctors and artisans of the time lived 
in Alexandria, and Alexandrian doctors were renowned 
throughout the entire world. The Sages of the Talmud were 
very familiar with Alexandrian doctors and held them in 
high regard, often praising the medical accomplishments 
of this important urban center. 
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§ The mishna relates: Queen Helene also fashioned a golden 
tablet on which the sota Torah portion was written. The Gemara 
comments: You learn from this that one may write a scroll" that 
contains only several portions of the Torah, from which a child 
may be taught." The Sages disputed whether it is permitted to do 
so even for the purpose of education. Reish Lakish said in the 
name of Rabbi Yannai: There is no proof from this mishna, as the 
tablet prepared by Queen Helene consisted of the letters of the 
alef-beit," i.e., only the first letter of each word was written on the 
tablet, representing the word. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the halakhot of sota: When 
the scribe writes the sota scroll, he looks and writes that which 
is written on the tablet. Apparently, the full text of the passage 
was written on the tablet. The Gemara rejects this: Emend the 
baraita and say: He looks and writes like that which is written 
on the tablet. The tablet aids the scribe in remembering the text 
that must be written. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a different baraita: When 

he writes, he looks and writes that which is written on the 

tablet. And what is written on the tablet? Ifa man lay with you... 
and if he did not lay with you; if you strayed...if you did not 

stray (see Numbers 5:19-20). Apparently, the full text of the pas- 
sage was written on the tablet. The Gemara answers: There, it was 

written 


with alternating" complete words and initials. The first words of 
each verse were written there, but the rest of the words in the verse 
were represented by initials. Therefore, this contribution of Queen 
Helene does not resolve the question of whether writing a scroll 
for a child is permitted. 


§ The mishna related: For Nicanor, miracles were performed 
to his doors. The Sages taught in the Tosefta: What miracles 
occurred for his doors? They said: When Nicanor went to 
bring copper doors for the eastern gate of the Temple from 
Alexandria’ in Egypt, famous for its craftsmanship, on his return 
voyage by ship, a storm arose in the sea and threatened to drown 
him. The ship’s passengers took one of the doors, which were 
exceedingly heavy, and cast it into the sea, fearing that the weight 
of the doors would sink the ship. And still the sea did not rest 
from its rage. 
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They sought to cast the other door into the sea, at which point 
Nicanor stood and embraced it and said to them: Cast me into 
the sea with it. Immediately, the sea rested from its rage, and it 
was necessary to cast neither the door nor Nicanor into the sea. The 
ship continued its journey with one door and for the entire voyage, 
he regretted the fate of the other door that he allowed them to cast 
into the sea. When they arrived at the port of Akko’ and prepared 
to disembark, despite the fact that it was made of copper, the door 
that was thrown into the sea was poking out under the sides of the 


ship. And some say a sea creature swallowed it and spewed it onto 
the land. 


And with regard to this, Solomon said: “The beams of our hous- 
es are cedars, and our doors are cypresses [berotim]” (Song of 
Songs 1:17), and the Sages interpreted it homiletically: Do not read 
it as berotim but as berit yam," covenant of the sea, meaning that 
the door forged a covenant with the sea for the sea to deliver it to 
its place. Therefore, when the nation prospered and the people 
replaced the doors made of various metals, the doors in all the gates 
in the Temple were altered to become doors of gold except the 
doors in the Gates of Nicanor" because miracles were performed 
to them. And some say it was because their copper was brightly- 
colored and high quality. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says it was 
refined [kelonita]' copper, and it illuminated its surroundings like 


gold." 


MI S HNA Apropos the mention in the mishna of peo- 


ple who took action in the Temple and were 
mentioned favorably, the mishna lists those who took action in the 
Temple and were mentioned unfavorably. The craftsmen of the 
House of Garmu did not want to teach the secret of the prepara- 
tion of the shewbread and sought to keep the secret within their 
family. The craftsmen of the House of Avtinas' did not want to 
teach the secret of the preparation of the incense. 


Also, Hugras' ben Levi knew a chapter in the art of music," as will 
be explained, and he did not want to teach it to others. And the 
scribe ben Kamtzar did not want to teach a special act of writing. 
He was expert at writing all four letters of a four-letter name simul- 
taneously. About the first ones, who were mentioned favorably, it 


is stated: “The memory of the righteous shall be for a blessing” 


(Proverbs 10:7); and about these who were concerned only for 


themselves it is stated: “But the name of the wicked shall rot” 


(Proverbs 10:7). 


BACKGROUND =—W¥-W¥——__—_ 
Akko - iby: 


Beach and port of Akko 


HALAKHA 
The Gates of Nicanor — i379" "ww: All the Temple gates were 
ten cubits wide and twenty cubits high. All the doors were 
gold-plated except for the eastern gate, which was copper- 
plated with high-quality copper resembling gold. This was 
called the Upper Gate or the Gate of Nicanor (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:2). 


LANGUAGE §=——¥—___ 
Refined [kelonita] - xpp: This is apparently a variant form of 
the Greek xopivðoç, Corinthios, meaning of the city of Corinth. 
This Greek city was famous for its outstanding craftsmanship. 
Ancient writers praised the copper vessels produced there as 


being superior to gold. 


Avtinas — D»baK: The origin of this Greek name is unclear. 
Some believe it derives from Avtinus or Otinus, meaning fine 
sap or resin or a tree of fine fragrance. According to that inter- 
pretation, the family was called Avtinas due to their expertise 
in the area of incense. Others claim that the name is Avtinus, 
related to the Greek name Euthynos or es@vvoc, euthunos, 
meaning righteous judge or one who paves the way for the 
public. This is perhaps related to the Hebrew name Shefatya. 


Hugras — D137: From Greek, possibly from the name Ebayptoc, 
Euagrios, meaning one successful in hunting. 


Berotim, berit yam - 0! m3 ANIA: Some commentaries write 
that the doors were fashioned from copper-plated cypress 
wood. That is why the Gemara cited the verse: And our doors 
are cypresses. Ritva, citing the geonim, has a variant reading: 
Biryatim, meaning that the doors forged a covenant with each 
other. 


It illuminated its surroundings like gold - bw MYM TT 
amt: In the Jerusalem Talmud the contention is that as the verse 


states: “And vessels of good shining copper, as precious as gold” 
(Ezra 8:27), the copper was superior to gold (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


Tubes made of refined copper, their color resembling gold 


A chapter in the art of music — "wa p13: Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
explains that there were books written about the art of music, 
and he had access to a chapter unknown to others. 


About the first ones it is stated — vax DWN by: There 
is a principle that when a wicked person is disparaged, the 
righteous should be praised (Petah Einayim). The identity of the 
first ones who are praised in the mishna and the others who 
are denigrated is unclear. Some explain that the first ones are 
he individuals praised in the previous mishna, and the phrase: 
The memory of the righteous shall be for a blessing, relates to 
hem. Some explain that since even those initially criticized in 
he mishna eventually explained their unwillingness to share 
heir craft, except for ben Kamtzar, the phrase: But the name of 
he wicked shall rot, applies only to him (see Meiiri). 
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NOTES 
Each day they would take twelve maneh — boa 
mA wy Dw poe yi DY: Apparently, that was 
their annual salary, not their daily wage (see Rashi 
in tractate Shevuot; Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


They did not know how to cause the smoke to 
rise — (Wy nibyad pyg va x: Tosafot Yeshanim 
explain that they were certainly familiar with the 
identity of the smoke-raising herb, as the Gemara 
states that incense in which that herb is absent is 
invalid. Rather, it must be that they did not know 
how to blend it properly. Alternatively, there may 
have been a variety of herbs capable of raising the 
smoke, and the House of Avtinas could identify the 
most effective one (see Tosefot HaRosh). 


God made everything for His sake, and He cre- 
ated in His honor — ixya i335) aya "n bys: 
The difference between the verses is explained as 
follows. The phrase: | have created for My glory, re- 
fers to the preparation of the shewbread, which 
was familiar to many and involves the honor of the 
masses. However, the incense is burned indoors, 
and few people are aware of it; therefore, the verse: 
“God made everything for His sake” applies to it 
(Rabbi Elyakim). 


10 PEREK 138A: bap 


Ppa VT ww ma pa ww 7d 
now adb w1 xy ma ond neyo 
by rrrupaban paps xoa DST 
pppn boa apina nb pt va 
ppan bm yinan paix ynan 
m3 boa D33 pai) 02939 

mwaynn pe p vm nwayna 


mg Da angy TITS DAJN WAVY 
itia - KIT Na witpA Kaw 
mash nwa Kp bx: ANW iN 
now goin WB TA IM "PNT 
-pv ob bop awa xy Don ob 
Tag wy Dw poe yao boa ane 
SWIX NAY I.Y) D Wy DIT 
DYDY DPM Ava DWY D? doa 
minw 


Kow omg] ma Dan ond nny 
ma by vn pyt : ond nay Ena 
indy KAW TI) Poy T IV KIX 
ay Tay tiay np NTN MY OTN 
naw ION pY m 27 byy J22 
DT Va mp) NS NKYA ‘xd ovyn 
Pm DaT onb meyan yx) bv 
TA DYP ONY” saa ma op 

eee 


soy by abd wi xd ooa maby” 
vI DYVAX MS :pa ua ”miwpA 
aby wih) Mpa myynA ppa 
xeraps wn PIN IT OST AMY 
on opina ale pyyy yay ony by 
ven by iar ee nby Hal va 


ate 


mg Sp sax 1972 DAIN Aww 
fica iniasd set na wip ay 
ma sim) "mya f bye Ya: KIV 
Kbi oman ogb nbw iaip DVI 
yao boa ate pe aah bap axa 
Dwy om Am wy ow phoi 
DAVY DY boa ADIK ma a1 AIIM 

ANN VATS DPT TIN) 


G E M A RA The Sages taught in a baraita: The craftsmen 


of the House of Garmu were expert in the 
preparation of the shewbread, and they did not want to teach oth- 
ers the secret of its production. The Sages dismissed them and sent 
for and brought craftsmen from Alexandria in Egypt, a large city 
with many experts. And those craftsmen knew how to bake like the 
members of the House of Garmu did, but they did not know how 
to remove the bread from the oven like they did. The shewbread was 
baked in a complex shape, and it was difficult to place it in the oven 
and remove it without breaking it. The difference was that these 
Alexandrians light the fire outside the oven and bake it outside the 
oven; and these members of the House of Garmu light the fire inside 
the oven and bake it inside. In the case of these Alexandrians, their 
bread becomes moldy over the course of the week, and in the case 
of these members of the House of Garmu, their bread does not 
become moldy. 


When the Sages heard of the matter that the bread of the imported 
craftsmen was of lower quality than before, they said: Whatever the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, created, He created in His honor, as 
it is stated: “Everyone who is called by My name, I have created 
for My glory” (Isaiah 43:7). In deference to God, the Sages should 
diminish their honor for the greater glory of God and let the House 
of Garmu return to their original station. The Sages sent for them 
to reassume their previous position, and they did not come. They 
doubled their wages and they came. Each day until then they 
would take wages of twelve maneh," and today they take wages 
of twenty-four maneh. Rabbi Yehuda says: Each day they took 
twenty-four maneh, and today they take forty-eight. 


The Sages said to them: What did you see that led you not to teach 
others this craft? They said: The members of our father’s house 
knew that this house, the Temple, is destined to be destroyed, and 
they were concerned lest an unworthy man learn our skill of baking 
and go and engage in idol worship with that skill. Therefore, they 
attempted to prevent this skill from spreading beyond their family. 
The Gemara comments: And for this matter they are mentioned 
favorably: Never was refined bread of fine flour found in the hands 
of their descendants, so that people would not say that they are 
sustained from that technique of preparing the shewbread. They 
ate only bread made of coarse flour mixed with bran, to fulfill that 
which is stated: “And you shall be clear before the Lord and before 
Israel” (Numbers 32:22). Not only must one’s behavior be beyond 
reproach, he should also make certain to be beyond suspicion. 


§ Similarly, the mishna related: The craftsmen of the House of Av- 
tinas did not want to teach about the secret of the preparation of 
the incense, at which they were particularly adept. The Sages taught 
in a baraita: The members of the House of Avtinas were expert in 
the technique of preparing the incense, and they did not want to 
teach others. The Sages dismissed them and sent for and brought 
craftsmen from Alexandria in Egypt. And the Alexandrian crafts- 
men knew how to blend the spices like they did, but they did not 
knowhow to cause the smoke to rise" like the House of Avtinas did. 
The smoke of the incense blended by these members of the House 
of Avtinas rises in a column like a stick; the smoke of the incense 
blended by these Alexandrians branched out to here and to there 
and did not rise in a straight line. 


When the Sages heard of the matter, they said: Whatever the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, created, He created in His honor, as it is 
stated: “God made everything for His sake” (Proverbs 16:4)," and 
they let the House of Avtinas return to their original station. The 
Sages sent for the members of the House of Avtinas to reassume their 
previous position, and they did not come. They doubled their 
wages and they came. Each day until then they would take wages 
of twelve maneh, and today they take wages of twenty-four maneh. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Each day they took twenty-four maneh, and 
today they take forty-eight. 
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The Sages said to them: What did you see that led you not to 
teach others this craft? They said: The members of our father’s 
house knew that this house, the Temple, is destined to be 
destroyed, and they were concerned lest an unworthy man 
learn our skill of preparing incense and go and engage in idol 
worship with that skill. Therefore, they attempted to prevent 
this skill from spreading beyond their family. The Gemara com- 
ments: And for this matter they are mentioned favorably: 
Never did a perfumed bride’? emerge from their homes. And 
when they marry a woman from a different place, they stipu- 
late with her that she will not perfume herself, so that cynics 
would not say that it is with the work of the incense that they 
perfume themselves, to fulfill that which is stated: “And you 
shall be clear before the Lord and before Israel” (Numbers 
32:22). 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael said: One time 
I was walking along the road and I found one of the descen- 
dants of the House of Avtinas. I said to him: Your fathers 
sought to enhance their honor and sought to diminish God’s 
honor" by not revealing their secret to others. Now, although 
the Temple was destroyed, the honor of God remains as it was, 
and He diminished their honor, as their significance stemmed 
from their Temple service. 


Rabbi Akiva said: One time Rabbi Yishmael ben Loga re- 
lated to me: One time I and one of the descendants of the 

House of Avtinas went out to the field to collect herbs, and I 
saw that he laughed and he cried. I said to him: Why did you 

cry? He said to me: I was reminded of the honor of my fore- 
fathers, how important they were in the Temple. I said to him: 
And why did you laugh? He said to me: The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, is going to restore it to us in the future and we 

will be honored again. I said to him: And why are you remind- 
ed of this now? He said to me: The smoke-raising herb” is 

before me, here in the field, reminding me of the past. I said to 

him: Show it to me; which one is it? He said to me: We are 

bound by oath not to show it to any person other than the 

members of our family. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri said: One time I found an old man 

who had in his hand a scroll with the location and formula for 
blending of spices. I said to him: Where are you from? What 
is your ancestry? He said to me: I am from the House of Avti- 
nas. I asked him: And what is in your hand? He said to me: A 
scroll of spices. I said to him: Show it to me. He said to me: 
As long as the House of Avtinas, my forefathers, was extant, 
they would not pass it on to anyone. And now, here it is; and 

be careful with it not to give it to anyone. And when I came 

and related my statement before Rabbi Akiva, he said to me: 
And now that they have surrendered the scroll to worthy re- 
cipients since they are unable to maintain its sanctity, it is pro- 
hibited to mention them unfavorably, as even their earlier 
reticence was apparently for the glory of God. 


From here, with regard to the cases of the Temple's craftsmen 
whom the Sages restored to their posts, ben Azzai said: One 
should not be concerned that others might usurp his livelihood 
and success, since at the appropriate moment, by your name 
they shall call you" to return to your previous position, and in 
your place, they shall seat you, 


NOTES 


Sought to diminish God's honor - Dipan 123 oyy WY: :This 
is because they refused to return to work unless their wages 
were doubled (Joledot Yitzhak). The simple understanding 
of this accusation is that they would not teach others and 


thereby prevented others from worshipping God in the ap- 


propriate manner. 


By your name they shall call you - px Jawa: Rabbi 
Elyakim explains that even if a person's work is wrongly dis- 
paraged, ultimately he will be addressed with the appropri- 
ate deference. This is apparent with regard to the houses of 
Avtinas and Garmu, whose explanations were accepted by 
the Sages. 


BACKGROUND 
Perfumed bride - magan 773: Perfume has been produced 
since ancient times. The word perfume is derived from the Latin 
words per, meaning thoroughly, and fumare, meaning smoke. 
In fact, many ancient fragrances were incense based. 


E 


erfume amphora found in Ephesus, Greece 


Smoke-raising herb - jy Twn: As explained in the Gemara, 
he secret of the smoke-raising herb was kept by the Avti- 
nas family and was apparently lost with them following the 
destruction of the Temple. There have been several attempts 
o identify the plant, with the accepted identification today 
being the plant known as the desert smoke-raiser, Leptadenia 
pyrotechnica, a broom bush. It has thin green branches and 
almost no leaves, and can reach a height of approximately 5 m. 
It is indigenous to the desert in the southern Jordan valley and 
northern Sinai. Its white-gray flowers are arranged in blossoms 
that flower in spring. This plant is quite flammable, and in the 
past Arab inhabitants of the region used it as gunpowder for 
rifles and cannons. Lighting one branch causes the entire bush 
to ignite quickly, creating a huge fire, up to 10 m. It is possible 
that placing branches of this plant into the incense created the 
pillar of smoke that rose like a staff, as described in the Gemara. 


Desert smoke-raiser 
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Perek III 
Daf 38 Amud b 


NOTES 

Ben Kamtzar — 3% ja: Apparently, he did not 
use actual pens in performing this feat; rather, 
he invented an apparatus similar to a printing 
press that enabled him to write several letters 
simultaneously. The Rabbis criticized him for not 
sharing his invention, which had great potential 
for promoting Torah study (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch 
Chajes). 


We do not call others by their names — xt 
yawa Vpn: The early commentaries ask: 
Why were there Sages named Yishmael, the 
same name as Ishmael, son of Abraham? One 
approach is to explain that Ishmael repented 
in his lifetime, rendering him a righteous per- 
son. Another claim is that since God gave the 
name to Abraham's son, it is a worthy name 
even though the first one who bore the name 
was wicked (Tosafot Yeshanim; Ritva). 
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and from your own they shall give you. Everyone has a portion desig- 
nated for him by God, and the individual is privileged to receive what is 
coming to him, as was the case with the House of Avtinas. The principle 
is: No person may touch that which is prepared for another by God; 
everyone receives what is designated for him. And one reign does not 
overlap with another and deduct from the time allotted it even a hair- 
breadth. When the time comes for one kingdom to fall, its successor takes 
over immediately, as no king rules during the time designated for another. 


§ The mishna related that Hugras ben Levi knew a lesson in the art of 
music and he did not want to teach it to others. It was taught in a baraita: 
When Hugras ben Levi projects his voice in a sweet melody, he places 
his thumb into his mouth and places his finger between the strings of 
a lyre and sings. This produced a sound so sweet that his brethren the 
priests were abruptly taken aback. 


The Sages taught: Ben Kamtzar‘ did not want to teach others a special 
technique of writing. What was that technique? They said about him 
that he would take four quills between his fingers, and if there was a 
word consisting of four letters that he wanted to write, he could write it 
simultaneously. They said to him: What did you see that led you not to 
teach that technique? All the others with unique skills came up with a 
response to questions about the matter of their conduct, claiming that 
they sought to prevent their technique from being used in idol worship. 
However, ben Kamtzar did not come up with a response to questions 
about the matter of his conduct, and it was clear that his only motivation 
in preventing his skill from being disseminated was his own personal 
honor. With regard to the first people listed, it is stated: “The memory 
of the righteous shall be for a blessing” (Proverbs 10:7); and about ben 
Kamtzar and his counterparts it is stated: “But the name of the wicked 
shall rot” (Proverbs 10:7). 


§ Apropos the verse cited, the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: But 
the name of the wicked shall rot? How does a name rot? Rabbi Elazar 
said: It means that decay will spread on their names, meaning that we 
do not call others by their names," and the name will sink into oblivion. 
Ravina raised an objection from an incident that transpired during the 
Second Temple era. There was an incident involving Doeg ben Yosef, 
whose father died and left him as a young child to his mother, who loved 
him. Each day his mother measured his height in handbreadths and 
donated a measure of gold equivalent to the weight that he gained to the 
Temple. Later, when the enemy prevailed and there was a terrible famine 
in the city, she slaughtered and ate him. 


And with regard to her and others like her Jeremiah lamented: “Shall 
the women eat their fruit, their children in their care [tipuhim ]?” (Lam- 
entations 2:20). The Gemara interprets the term tipuhim homiletically as 
referring to this baby, who was measured in handbreadths [tefahim]. Even 
he was eaten by his mother. And the Divine Spirit responds and says: 
Why did this happen? “Shall the priest and the prophet be slain in the 
Temple of the Lord?” (Lamentations 2:20). It is punishment for the 
murder of the priest Zechariah ben Jehoiada. This incident involves a 
boy named Doeg; even though the person with that name was wicked (see 
1 Samuel, chapter 22), the boy was named for him. The Gemara responds: 
See what befell him. Clearly, his name was a bad omen. 


Rabbi Elazar said: A righteous person is praised for his own actions, and 
a wicked person is cursed not only for his own actions but also for the 
actions of his wicked counterpart. A righteous person is praised for his 
actions, as it is written: “The memory of the righteous shall be for a 
blessing”; righteous is written in the singular. A wicked person is also 
cursed for the actions of his wicked counterpart, as it is written: “But 
the name of the wicked shall rot”; wicked is written in the plural. Once 
one wicked person is mentioned, his wicked counterparts are cursed 
as well. 
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Ravina said to one of the Sages who would organize aggadic 

statements before him: From where is this matter’ that the 

Sages stated: The memory of the righteous shall be for a bless- 
ing, derived? He said to him: As it is written explicitly in the book 
of Proverbs: “The memory of the righteous shall be for a bless- 
ing.” He then asked him: From where in the Torah do we derive 

this? He said to him: As it is written: “And God said: Shall [hide 

from Abraham that which I am doing?” (Genesis 18:17). And as 

soon as Abrahams name is mentioned, it is written: “And Abra- 
ham shall surely become a great and mighty nation” (Genesis 

18:18), although there is no clear connection to the previous verse. 
Apparently, once the name of a righteous person is mentioned, it 
is followed directly by praise of the individual. That is the Torah 

source for the statement that the mention of the righteous is for 
blessing. 


Then he asked: From where is this matter that the Sages said: 

But the name of the wicked shall rot, derived? He said to him: 

As it is written explicitly in the book of Proverbs: “But the name 

of the wicked shall rot.” He then asked him: From where in the 

Torah do we derive this? He said to him: As it is written with 

regard to Lot: “And he moved his tent as far as Sodom” (Genesis 

13:12). And as soon as Sodom is mentioned, it is written: “And 

the men of Sodom were exceedingly wicked and sinful to God” 
(Genesis 13:13). 


Apropos these statements, the Gemara cites another statement 
that Rabbi Elazar said: There was a righteous person who lived 
between two wicked people and did not learn from their ac- 
tions; there was a wicked person who lived between two righ- 
teous people and did not learn from their actions. How so? A 
righteous person lived between two wicked people and did not 
learn from their actions is Obadiah, who was a minister for Ahab 
and Jezebel and nevertheless remained God-fearing (see 1 Kings, 
chapter 18). A wicked person who lived between two righteous 
people and did not learn from their actions is Esau, who was 
born and raised in the house of Isaac and Rebecca and never- 
theless remained wicked. 


§ Rabbi Elazar said: From the blessing of the righteous you 
infer a curse for the wicked; and conversely, from the curse of 
the wicked you infer a blessing for the righteous. How so? From 
the blessing of the righteous you infer a curse for the wicked, 
as it is written with regard to Abraham: “For I have known him 
to the end that he will command his children and his household 
after him” (Genesis 18:19), and it is written thereafter: “The cry 
of Sodom and Gomorrah is very great” (Genesis 18:20). The 
righteousness of Abraham underscores the relative wickedness of 
Sodom and Gomorrah, exacerbating their punishment. 


Conversely, from the curse of the wicked you infer a blessing 
for the righteous, as it is written: “And the men of Sodom were 
exceedingly wicked and sinful to God” (Genesis 13:13), after 
which it is written: “And God said to Abram, after that Lot had 
separated from him” (Genesis 13:14); God proceeds to bless him. 
And Rabbi Elazar said: Even for one righteous person an entire 
world is created, as it is stated: “And God saw the light, that it 
was good” (Genesis 1:4), and good means nothing other than 
righteous, as it is stated: “Say of the righteous that he is good” 
(Isaiah 3:10). 


Rabbi Elazar further said: One who causes himself to forget a 
matter of his studies ultimately causes exile for his children," as 
it is stated: “Because you have forgotten the Torah of your God, 
I will also forget your children” (Hosea 4:6). Rabbi Abbahu 
said: With regard to he who causes his studies to be forgotten, one 
reduces him from his prominence, as it is stated: “Because you 
have rejected knowledge, I will also reject you; you shall not 
serve Me” (Hosea 4:6). 


NOTES §=—WW—__—__- 
From where is this matter — sopa XI KN: The question 
of the Gemara is: Since it is known that there are allusions 
in the Torah to all statements made by the prophets, what is 
the source in the Torah for this verse in the Writings? (Rabbi 
Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 


Causes exile for his children - vad ms Dy: One explana- 
tion is that the knowledge one acquires is considered his 
spiritual child. If he forgets his Torah knowledge, his spiritual 
children, God exiles his actual children (Ben Yehoyada). 
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NOTES 
He will keep the feet of His pious ones — inv yon yn: 
The Gemara seems to be explaining the term feet [raglei] in the 
sense of becoming accustomed [hergel]. God protects those 
who are accustomed to act righteously (Maharsha). 


He will never sin — Xvin 12% aw: God does not provide op- 
portunities for this person to sin; however, if he seeks to sin, the 
choice is his. There were several righteous people who sinned 
later in life (Tosafot Yeshanim; Ritva). 


LANGUAGE 
Naphtha [neft] - 253: Apparently from the Persian naft, via the 
Greek vap8a, naftha or váða, nafthas, meaning mineral oil. 
Some believe that the word has a Semitic root. 


BACKGROUND 
Naphtha — v2: In mishanic and talmudic times kerosene 
had various uses. It was used as fuel for heating, for medicinal 
purposes, and for warfare in a weapon known as Greek fire. 
Unrefined crude oil emits a foul odor, which is why it may not 
be used to light the Shabbat lamps, and Persian crude oil emits 
a particularly foul odor. 


Greek-fire grenades 


Perek III 
Daf 39 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Balsam — inp: Balsam is the plant Commiphora apobal- 
samum, a short tree or bush that can reach a height of 3—5 m. 
Its branches are very thin and its leaves are complex. The fine 
fragrance seeps from the tips of the pedicels in small drops, 
but most of the perfume is derived by boiling the branches. 
Balsam oil is also used medicinally, but its primary purpose is 
for incense and fragrant oil. Balsam was so valuable that it was 
sold for its weight in gold. 


184. 
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Apropos the righteous, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi 

Yohanan said: No righteous person departs from this world 

until another comparable righteous person is created, as it is 

stated: “And the sun rises and the sun sets” (Ecclesiastes 1:5); 

before the sun sets the new sun has already risen. Before the sun 

of Eli was extinguished, the sun of Samuel of Ramah had already 

shone (see 1 Samuel, chapter 3), and so on throughout the gen- 
erations. And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan 

said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, saw that righteous people 

were few, so He arose and planted some of them in each and 

every generation to ensure the presence of at least one righteous 

person in each generation. As it is stated: “For the pillars of the 

earth are the Lord’s, and He has set the world upon them” 
(1 Samuel 2:8). Since the world rests upon the righteous, each 

generation requires the presence of a righteous person to provide 

that support. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Even for 
one righteous person the world exists, as it is stated: “But the 
righteous is the foundation of the world” (Proverbs 10:25). 
Rabbi Hiyya himself said: The proof is from here, as it is stated: 
“He will keep the feet of His pious ones” (1 Samuel 2:9)," mean- 
ing that God maintains the world due to the pious people. The 
Gemara questions this proof; “pious ones” indicates many rath- 
er than a single righteous person. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: 
Although the text is vocalized in the plural, it is written in the 
singular: “His pious one”; God maintains the world even for a 
single pious individual. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Once most 

of a person’s years have passed and he did not sin, he will never 

sin," as it is stated: “He will keep the feet of His pious ones” 
(1 Samuel 2:9). Once a person has established himself as righteous, 
God will keep him from failing thereafter. In the school of Rabbi 

Sheila they say: Once the opportunity to perform a sinful act 

presents itself to a person a first time and a second, and he does 

not sin, he will never sin, as it is stated: “He will keep the feet 

of His pious ones” (1 Samuel 2:9). Once he has refrained from 

sin several times, he has established himself as pious and God will 

protect him thereafter. 


Reish Lakish said: What is the meaning of that which is written: 
“Ifit concerns the scorners, He scorns them, but to the humble 
He gives grace” (Proverbs 3:34)? If one comes to impurify, they 
open before him the opportunity to exercise his free will and do 
as he pleases. If one comes to purify, they assist him. In the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael it was taught with regard to this verse: 
This is comparable to the case of a man who was selling both 
crude naphtha [neft], whose odor is vile, and balsam, whose 
fragrance is pleasant. 


In the case of one who comes to measure and purchase naphtha, 
the merchant says to him: Measure it for yourself, as I prefer to 
keep my distance from the foul odor. With regard to one who 
comes to measure and purchase balsam,’ the merchant says to 
him: Wait for me until I can measure it with you, so that you 
and I will both be perfumed. Similarly, with regard to sin God 
merely provides an opening, whereas with regard to mitzvot God 
assists the individual in their performance. 
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In the school of Rabbi Yishmael it was taught: Sin stupefies the 

heart of a person who commits it, as it is stated: “And do not 

impurify yourselves with them, so that you should not be there- 
by impurified” (Leviticus 11:43) Do not read that term as: “And 

be impurified [venitmetem]”; rather, read it as: And your hearts 

will be stupefied [venitamtem]. 


The Sages taught the following with regard to the verse: “And do 
not impurify yourselves with them, so that you should not be 
thereby impurified”; a person who impurifies himself a bit, 
they impurify him greatly. If a person impurifies himself of his 
own volition below, on earth, they impurify him even more so 
above," in Heaven. If a person impurifies himself in this world, 
they impurify him in the World-to-Come. 


Conversely, the Sages taught the following with regard to the 
verse: “Sanctify yourselves and you will be sanctified” (Levi- 
ticus 1:44); a person who sanctifies himself a bit, they sanctify 
him and assist him greatly. If a person sanctifies himself below, 
they sanctify him above. If a person sanctifies himself in this 
world, they sanctify him in the World-to-Come. 


NOTES 


They impurify him above - nwm Snite prav: Some 
commentaries explain that there are angels above who 
prosecute a person and others who defend him (Ritva). 
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The start of the Temple service was at dawn. The mishna explained why a special 
ritual was established to announce that this time had arrived. 


There is a tradition transmitted by the Sages that the High Priest immerses five 
immersions on Yom Kippur. The Gemara discussed the essence of these immersions; 
the difference between these immersions and those of any other person entering 
and serving in the Temple; and the sanctification of the hands and feet associated 
with them. 


Incidental to the brief depiction of the order of the service on the morning of Yom 
Kippur, the Gemara cited a significant passage in which all the services performed 
each day in the Temple were enumerated. Although that order is the individual opin- 
ion of one tanna, Abba Shaul, and it does not completely correspond to the halakhic 
ruling, it served as a basis for explaining the procedure of the sacred service. For this 
reason, it is included in the daily prayer book. 


Although the priestly vestments unique to Yom Kippur were white linen garments, 
the Sages sought an especially high quality material in deference to the Sanctuary 
and in deference to the priest. 


This chapter did not mention the verse that details the mitzva of confession on 
Yom Kippur, yet the confession recited over the bull of the High Priest is discussed, 
and the Gemara established the formula for confession: For the sins, and for the 
wrongs, and for the rebellions. It explained what is being confessed over this and 
other offerings. 


In the course of describing the box used for the lottery on Yom Kippur, the Sages saw 
fit to mention that ben Gamla, the High Priest, donated large amounts of gold. The 
Gemara continued and mentioned several personalities associated with the Temple, 
some of whom made a significant contribution. They were privileged to be praised 
throughout the generations. This is based on the verse: “The memory of the righteous 
shall be for a blessing” (Proverbs 10:7). Others did not conduct themselves properly 
and their ignominy is mentioned in order to teach generations that it is despicable to 
keep significant knowledge to oneself and not share it with the public. 


Summary of 
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And Aaron shall cast lots upon the two goats: One lot for 
the Lord, and the other lot for Azazel. And Aaron shall 
present the goat upon which the lot came up for the Lord, 
and offer it as a sin-offering. But the goat on which the lot 
came up for Azazel shall be stood alive before the Lord, to 
make atonement over him, to send him away for Azazel 
into the wilderness. 


And Aaron shall present the bull of the sin-offering, which 
is for himself, and shall make atonement for himself, and 
for his house, and shall slaughter the bull of the sin-offering 
which is for himself. 


And he shall take a pan full of coals of fire from upon the 

altar from before the Lord, and his hands full of finely 

ground aromatic incense, and bring it within the veil. 
(Leviticus 16:8-12) 


Come now, and let us reason together, said the Lord; though 
your sins be as crimson, they shall be white as snow. Though 
they be red like scarlet, they shall be as wool. 


(Isaiah 1:18) 


The previous chapter discussed the preparatory stages of the Yom Kippur service. 
This chapter begins to detail the service itself. The main focus of the chapter is the 
rite of the two goats, one of which is brought as a sin-offering and the other that will 
be sent away to Azazel. 


The chapter opens with the lottery that is held to designate the two goats for their 
respective purposes. This unique ritual raises various questions: How exactly is the 
lottery to be conducted? Is the lottery considered a full part of the sacrificial service, 
or is it just a preparatory step in order to designate the goats? Is the lottery indispens- 
able, or can the designation be achieved by other means? 


A strip of crimson thread is tied to the goats to identify them. The Gemara discusses 
whether this was done to one or both of the goats, how it was done, and where it 
was tied. The Gemara also discusses the nature of the strip, its size, and its weight. 


The next stage in the service is the High Priest’s confession upon the bull offering 
“for him and his household.” This is his second confession of the day; however, this 
time the term household is understood not only in the more limited sense of his 
immediate family, but also as referring to the entire priesthood. 


The High Priest was involved simultaneously in different stages of different rites. Thus, 
following the slaughter of the bull and receiving its blood, he was required to collect 
the coals for the incense and then bring them into the Holy of Holies to burn the 
incense. During this time, the blood had to be looked after by another priest until the 
High Priest was ready to sprinkle it. The Gemara discusses how all this was achieved. 


While the High Priest is inside the Holy of Holies, it is forbidden for anyone else to 
be in the Sanctuary. The Gemara addresses the nature and scope of this prohibition. 


The collection of the coals for the incense was performed in a unique way on Yom 
Kippur. The Gemara discusses the reasons for these departures from the norm and 
then continues to discuss many of the other unique changes to the Temple service 
that were made on this special day. 
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For God, as a sin-offering - nxwn rath: It is stated in the Tosefta 
that the High Priest says only: For God. It is the Deputy who 


says: As a sin-offering. 


The High Pri Id mix the lots in th 
MISHNA e Hig PUES RO mix the lots in the 


lottery receptacle" used to hold them 
and draw the two lots from it, one in each hand. Upon one was 
written: For God. And upon the other one was written: For 
Azazel.’ The deputy High Priest would stand to the High 
Priest’s right, and the head of the patrilineal family would 
stand to his left. If the lot for the name of God came up in his 
right hand, the Deputy would say to him: My master, High 
Priest, raise your right hand so that all can see with which hand 
the lot for God was selected. And if the lot for the name of God 
came up in his left hand, the head of the patrilineal family 
would say to him: My master, High Priest, raise your left hand. 


Then he would place the two lots upon the two goats, the lot 
that arose in his right hand on the goat standing to his right side 
and the lot in his left hand on the goat to his left. And upon 
placing the lot for God upon the appropriate goat, he would say: 
For God, as a sin-offering.™’ Rabbi Yishmael says: He need 
not say: As a sin-offering. Rather, it is sufficient to say: For 
God. And upon saying the name of God, the priests and the 
people respond after him: Blessed be the name of His glorious 
kingdom forever and all time. 


G E M ARA Why dol need the High Priest to have 


mixed the lots in a receptacle before he 
draws the lots? In order that he not be able to intentionally 
take" the lot for God specifically with his right hand. Since it is 
a fortuitous omen for the lot for God to arise in his right hand, 
there is a concern that he might force the result, in contravention 
of the requirement that the designation of the goats be made 
through a random lottery. 


Rava said: The receptacle" was made out of wood and did not 
have the status ofa sacred vessel. Rather, it was unconsecrated, 
and it had enough space inside only for the High Priest’s two 
hands. 


Ravina strongly objects to this: Granted, it was constructed 
so that it had enough space inside it only for the High Priest’s 
two hands. This was done so that he could not maneuver his 
hands inside the box to feel and examine the lots, in order that 
he not be able to intentionally take the lot for God specifically 
with his right hand. But why was the receptacle unconsecrated? 
Let it be consecrated as a sacred vessel. If so, if it were to be 
consecrated, it would be a sacred vessel made of wood, and the 
halakha is that we do not make a sacred vessel from wood." 
But if this is the only issue, let it be made out of silver or let 
it be made out of gold. However, the Torah spared the money 
of the Jewish people" and did not want to burden them with 
the expense of having to make the receptacle from expensive 
materials. Therefore, it is made from wood, and as such it is 
precluded from being a sacred vessel. 


NOTES 


The Torah spared the money of the Jewish people — 771m 
yw bw pion by mom: Evidence for this concept is deduced 
from the laws of he leprous house (Leviticus, chapter 14). A 
leprous house, along with all its contents, becomes ritually 


HALAKHA 

Would mix the lots in the receptacle — spa qw:The High 
Priest mixes the lots in the receptacle, takes out the two lots 
with his two hands, and opens his hands. If the lot for God 
is in his right hand, the Deputy says to him: My master, High 
Priest, raise your right hand. If it appears in his left hand, 
the Deputy says to him: My master, High Priest, raise your 
left hand. The two lots are then placed upon the two goats 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 3:3). 


And he would say: For God, as a sin-offering - fay) vain) 
RYN: When the High Priest places the lot upon the goat that 
will be the sin-offering, he says: For God, as a sin-offering, in 
accordance with the opinion of the first tanna in the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:6). 


Receptacle — »3op: The two lots are placed in a utensil that 
has just enough room for two hands, so that the priest can 
insert both of his hands inside but cannot intentionally take 
a particular lot with each hand. This box is made from wood 
and is not sacred (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 3:1). 


A sacred vessel from wood - yy bw mw bp: The Temple 
utensils are made only from metal. If they are fashioned 
from wood, stone, glass, or other materials, they are invalid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:18). 


BACKGROUND 
Azazel — Srey: According to some interpretations, Azazel 
refers to an actual geographic location, identified today as 
Jabel Muntar in the Judean Desert. 


Jabel Muntar 


That he not be able to intentionally take - ipw 1D Nba: 
In a true lottery, the result is not forced. Consequently, ifthe 
High Priest were to intentionally remove the lot for God with 
his right hand, the drawing of the lots could not be considered 
a true lottery and he would have failed to fulfill the mitzva that 
requires that the designation of the goats be done through a 
lottery (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


impure only upon the declaration of a priest. The Torah instructs 
that all the utensils inside the house should be removed before 
the priest makes this declaration. Why did the Torah stipulate 
this? Although most utensils can be purified from ritual impurity 
through immersion, earthenware utensils cannot. Their impu- 
rity is removed only when they are destroyed. In order to pre- 
vent this eventuality, the Torah instructed that the utensils be 


removed before the declaration, which demonstrates that the 
Torah is concerned for the financial losses of the Jewish people. 

However, in the case in the Gemara’s discussion, the addi- 
tional and conflicting principle: One is not stingy with regard to 
Temple matters, meant that only the finest materials were used 
in the Temple. How are these two principles both to be imple- 
mented? Some suggest that for the fulfillment of a mitzva, one 
should not be stingy. However, when dealing with the design of 
an object whose existence does not itself constitute a mitzva, it 
is assumed that the Torah is concerned for the financial losses 
of the Jewish people. 
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— NOTES —W___ 
The High Priest's left hand - bina > by bxnw: Generally, all 
services are performed using only the right hand. The very fact 
hat the High Priest may use his left hand to remove the second 
ot demonstrates that it is not a true act of service. Given this 
conclusion, it is also understandable why, despite that every 
other part of the day's service is performed by the High Priest 
himself, the drawing of the second lot could be performed by 
another (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


The western lamp would burn — pon yawn va: Despite the 
priests’filling all the lamps of the candelabrum with a quantity of 
oil that was sufficient to last through the night only, the oil in the 
westernmost lamp continued to burn throughout the following 
day. Each evening, the other lamps were kindled using the flame 
rom the western one. 


192 PEREK IV: 39A- WTI 


OTT MAA ONT 9D KYT PANA 
AIK D DWA WK AA 27 
ox aypa rp poagn bing ipon 
aix pon -mhiy bis prt bw inga 
Dre) Jen» aa bing i w ib 
ax ma WK - adiy po bw iawa 

ston vat bins pis b nix 


-mpa PhD KYT yD Ip Ay) Kan 
ay TNe on 


pETNYD Ip 19 bon Mp wa 
sap as bina riot baw yy 
APPT 


vat voy VYT KAN ONTT JND 
KT DASA pD KIT D - ITT 
ADN DIIT PD NAT II NANT 
Sipe ia yyy ONW ian po maY 
YIDA VAW Bp DI-TA 7193 


PYRO WAWD mw OYE PINN 
pean PRA My DYA men pasa 
T7 maya paa nip maya TPN) 
PIa nim bw wham bxnwa 
tong Daya pay DAYS TN N27 
pean Poi awa V ip pan 

Map DYE PPA D'AYÐ JPN) 


The Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance 
with the opinion of this tanna whose opinion was taught in 
a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: 
The Deputy and the High Priest insert their hands into the 
receptacle. If the lot for God comes up in the High Priest’s 
right hand, the Deputy says to him: My master, High Priest, 
raise your right hand. And if the lot for God comes up in the 
right hand of the Deputy, the head of the patrilineal family 
says to the High Priest: Speak your word and declare the 
goat to your left side to be the sin-offering for God. 


The Gemara asks: Why should the head of the patrilineal fam- 
ily instruct the High Priest to speak? Let the Deputy say this 
to him. The Gemara answers: Since the lot for God did not 
come up in the High Priest’s hand, rather in the Deputy’s, he 
might be discouraged if the Deputy himself instructs him to 
speak, as it may appear that he is mocking him. 


With regard to what do the tanna’im of the mishna and barai- 
ta disagree? One Sage, the tanna of the baraita, holds that 
the Deputy’s right hand is preferable to the High Priest’s 
left hand." As such, the ideal way for the lots to be drawn is 
for both the Deputy and High Priest to use their right hands. 
And the other Sage, the tanna of the mishna, holds they are 
equivalent. Therefore, there is no reason for the Deputy to be 
involved, and the entire process is performed by the High 
Priest. 


And who is this tanna who argues with Rabbi Yehuda? It is 
Rabbi Hanina, the Deputy of the priests,” as it was taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Hanina, the Deputy of the priests, says: 
Why did the Deputy remain at the High Priest’s right side 
throughout the day’s service? Because if some disqualifica- 
tion befalls the High Priest, the Deputy can step in and 
serve in his stead. It is apparent from Rabbi Hanina’s state- 
ment that as long as the High Priest remains qualified, the 
Deputy has no role in the day’s service, which disputes Rabbi 
Yehuda’s opinion. 


§ The Sages taught: During all forty years that Shimon 
HaTzaddik’ served as High Priest, the lot for God arose 
in the right hand. From then onward, sometimes it arose 
in the right hand and sometimes it arose in the left hand. 
Furthermore, during his tenure as High Priest, the strip of 
crimson wool that was tied to the head of the goat that was 
sent to Azazel turned white, indicating that the sins of the 
people had been forgiven, as it is written: “Though your sins 
be as crimson, they shall be white as snow” (Isaiah 1:18). From 
then onward, it sometimes turned white and sometimes it 
did not turn white. Furthermore, the western lamp of the 
candelabrum would burn" continuously as a sign that God’s 
presence rested upon the nation. From then onward, it some- 
times burned and sometimes it went out. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Hanina the Deputy of the priests — pp KIN *37 
Dya: Rabbi Hanina, who lived during the destruction of 
the Temple and for many years following, apparently served 
as Deputy to several High Priests in that era. Many sayings 
and laws are attributed to him, particularly with regard to 
the Temple services. It would appear that the tanna Rabbi 
Shimon, son of the Deputy, was his son. 


Shimon HaTzaddik - ps7 piya: There were two High 
Priests, grandfather and grandson, who were both called 
Shimon ben Honyo. It is unclear which of them is referred 


o as Shimon Hatzaddik, and it is possible that both shared 
his epithet, which means Shimon the Righteous. Shimon 
Halzaddik was one of the last members of the Great As- 
sembly. Many stories of his righteousness appear throughout 
he Talmud. A contemporary of his, Shimon ben Sira, uttered 
unique words in his praise: The greatest of his brothers and 
he splendor of his people. ..who is concerned for his people 
and strengthens them in times of trouble... How splendid he 
is as he looks out from the Temple, and as he emerges from 
he inner chamber behind the curtain, like a star of light 
between trees, like a full moon during a Festival (Ben Sira 49). 
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And during the tenure of Shimon HaTzaddik, the fire on the ar- 
rangement of wood on the altar kept going strongly, perpetually by 
itself, such that the priests did not need to bring additional wood 
to the arrangement" on a daily basis, except for the two logs that 
were brought in order to fulfill the mitzva of placing wood upon 
the arrangement. From then onward, the fire sometimes kept going 
strongly and sometimes it did not, and so the priests could not 
avoid bringing wood to the arrangement throughout the entire 
day. 


And a blessing was sent upon the offering of the omer; and to the 

offering of the two loaves from the new wheat, which was sacrificed 

on Shavuot; and to the shewbread, which was placed on the table 

in the Temple. And due to that blessing, each priest that received 

an olive-bulk of them, there were those who ate it and were satis- 
fied, and there were those who ate only a part of it and left over the 

rest because they were already satisfied from such a small amount. 
From then onward, a curse was sent upon the omer, and to the two 

loaves, and to the shewbread, that there were not sufficient quanti- 
ties to give each priest a full measure. Therefore, each priest received 

just an amount the size of a bean; the discreet, pious ones would 

withdraw their hands, a bean-bulk being less that the quantity 
needed to properly fulfill the mitzva, and only the voracious ones 

would take and eat it. And an incident occurred with one who took 
his portion and that of his fellow, and they called him: Son of 


a robber [hamtzan]" until the day of his death. 


Rabba bar bar Sheila said: What is the verse that indicates that a 
hamtzan is a robber? The verse states: “O, my God, rescue me out 
of the hand of wicked, out of the hand of the unrighteous and 
robbing man [hometz]” (Psalms 71:4). Rava said: From here: 
“Learn to do well, seek justice, strengthen the robbed [hamotz]” 
(Isaiah 1:17), which teaches that one should strengthen the robbed, 
but not strengthen the robber. 


§ The Sages taught: During the year in which Shimon HaTzaddik 
died, he said to them, his associates: In this year, he will die, eu- 
phemistically referring to himself. They said to him: How do you 
know? He said to them: In previous years, on every Yom Kippur, 
upon entering the Holy of Holies, I was met, in a prophetic vision, 
by an old man who was dressed in white, and his head was wrapped 
up in white, and he would enter the Holy of Holies with me, and 
he would leave with me." But today, I was met by an old man who 
was dressed in black, and his head was wrapped up in black, and 
he entered the Holy of Holies with me, but he did not leave with 
me. He understood this to be a sign that his death was impending. 
Indeed, after the festival of Sukkot, he was ill for seven days and 
died. 


Without the presence of Shimon HaTzaddik among them, the Jewish 
people were no longer worthy of the many miracles that had oc- 
curred during his lifetime. For this reason, following his death, his 
brethren, the priests, refrained from blessing the Jewish people 
with the explicit name of God" in the priestly blessing. 


The Sages taught: During the tenure of Shimon HaTzaddik, the lot 
for God always arose in the High Priest’s right hand; after his death, 
it occurred only occasionally; but during the forty years prior to the 
destruction of the Second Temple, the lot for God did not arise in 
the High Priest’s right hand at all. So too, the strip of crimson wool 
that was tied to the head of the goat that was sent to Azazel did not 
turn white, and the westernmost lamp of the candelabrum did not 
burn continually. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


To bring wood to the arrangement - oxy wand 
appa: Even if, as some assert, there is a mitzva to re- 
arrange the wood each day, there was no need to bring 
additional wood beyond the fixed arrangements (Ritva). 


The discreet, pious ones would withdraw their hands — 
pP Mes powin pyung: One fulfills the mitzva to consume 
sacrificial foods by eating at least an olive-bulk of them. 
A bean has a smaller volume than an olive. Therefore, the 
pious priests withdrew their hands to ensure that enough 
remained so that the mitzva could be properly fulfilled 
by others. 

In another version of the text, the Gemara writes that 
even during the tenure of Shimon Halzaddik there were 
times when there was only a bean-sized portion of the 
offerings for each priest. Nevertheless, this small quantity 
was miraculously able to satiate them. As such, the mitzva 
could be fulfilled even with the smaller quantity (see 
Tosafot Yeshanim; Ritva; Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 


NOTES 

Son of a robber — j% ya: Why was he called specifically 
the son of a robber, rather than just a robber? Some sug- 
gest that since character is shaped by upbringing, one 
may assume that a person's actions are reflective of those 
of his parents. Based on this assumption, in a case where 
the nature of a wicked person's parents is not known, it 
is permitted to disparage them. In this case, they are re- 
ferred to as robbers (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). Others suggest 
that the term son of a robber is not a direct reference to 
a person's parents; rather, it is a term of disparagement 
concerning the person himself (/yyun Ya'akov). 


He would enter with me and he would leave with me -— 
YY KYN YY DIDI: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained 
that this vision was a revelation of the Divine Presence. 


His brethren the priests refrained from blessing with 
the explicit name of God - abn DITT YN IN 
nwa: The priests feared that on their spiritual level the ex- 
plicit name of forty two letters was too awesome for them 
to use. Nevertheless, it would appear they continued to 
use the Tetragrammaton (Tosefot Rid). 
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BACKGROUND 
The doors of the Sanctuary opened - ninna) oan ninbt: In 
Wars of the Jews, Josephus attests that the Temple gates were 
made of bronze. With great difficulty, it took ten people to lock 
them. Nevertheless, they once opened by themselves in the 
middle of the night. 


Cedars - D'N: The plain meaning of the verse in fact refers to 
cedars that grow i in Lebanon. The species that grows in Lebanon 
as well as in other places in the Mediterranean region is Cedrus 
libani, also known as the Cedar of Lebanon. 


Lebanon cedar 


From Jerusalem to Jericho — soy Dwm: Ten parasangs 
are forty mil, somewhat less than 40 km. The distance here is 
measured based on the length of the road. Obviously, a direct 
aerial route would be shorter. 


Location of Jericho 


NOTES 


All kinds of sweet fruit trees of gold - anby 3372 "972: Some 
commentators offer a rational explanation ‘of the Gemara. There 
was a decorative vine formed from gold that hung at the en- 
trance to the Temple. People would donate a cluster or branch 
to the vine, thereby creating decorative trees of gold. These 
items could then be sold to support the priesthood (Eshkol 
Hakofer). 


Mentions the name of God - own nyg...Y303: The Tosefta is 
referring specifically to the exceptional use of the explicit name 
of God. Certainly, God's general names were used frequently 
throughout the day in the High Priest's statements and prayers 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


PEREK IV: 39B ` 09917 p9 


194 


ay powa ninna ban ninya» 
Spat ways seat ya pe pay ya wae 
YTP AYY MYN ans mayen baa 
BIND TID, TY pny IY TIIN 
pbs yaad nna’ KiW 72 Dt phy 

IPINI wes boxer) 


iow sera ma seca pa pry? a1 AN 
coe byt remy aw- pab 


iow Kp Mab aio a KW IT WN 
ab w - niaba WP syns vy 
bn WaT DAN n wmn 
TDU maw nywa roywin NYT 
bw maya yn b3 ia po) wpa ma 
IVD Taga nive perin »m ay 
Pa pwa [3 nag NN! 
rye a "Py pagpa wey” maw 

apna? mp 


ARW AWD -DD DA waaay 1V2) 
ma wT ow onan yaad my” 
Man ming” IRW wh aP KIT 

oath m aba 722p) A sham 


sey pay un /orpyen ww dy pny” 
ava ta ows ms bina ty vom Dys 
nma nwhen wx MN nwhy 
ang) nbnean wea mvp aw 

nba 


Tox imya Dip pawn DWT WN a 
mwy ined obena syn tata 737 
IND 


And the doors of the Sanctuary opened’ by themselves as 
a sign that they would soon be opened by enemies, until 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai scolded them. He said to the 
Sanctuary: Sanctuary, Sanctuary, why do you frighten 
yourself with these signs? I know about you that you will 
ultimately be destroyed, and Zechariah, son of Ido, has 
already prophesied concerning you: “Open your doors, 
O Lebanon, that the fire may devour your cedars” (Zech- 
ariah 11:1),® Lebanon being an appellation for the Temple. 


Rabbi Yitzhak ben Tavlai said: Why is the Temple called 
Lebanon [Levanon]? Because it whitens [malbin] the 
Jewish people’s sins, alluded to by the root lavan, meaning 
white. 


Rav Zutra bar Toviya said: Why is the Temple called: For- 
est, as it is written: “The house of the forest of Lebanon” 
(1 Kings 10:17)? To tell you: Just as a forest blooms, so too 

the Temple blooms. As Rav Hoshaya said: When Solo- 
mon built the Temple, he planted in it all kinds of sweet 

fruit trees made of gold," and miraculously these brought 

forth fruit in their season. And when the wind blew upon 

them, their fruit would fall off, as it is stated: “May his 

fruits rustle like Lebanon” (Psalms 72:16). And through 

selling these golden fruits to the public, there was a source 

ofincome for the priesthood. 


But once the gentile nations entered the Sanctuary the 
golden trees withered, as it states “And the blossoms of 
Lebanon wither” (Nahum 1:4). And in the future hour of 
redemption, the Holy One, Blessed be He, will restore 
them to us as it is stated: “It shall blossom abundantly, it 
shall also rejoice and shout, the glory of Lebanon will be 
given to it” (Isaiah 35:2). 


§ The mishna states that after selecting the two lots, the 
High Priest places them upon the two goats. Upon placing 
the lot for God upon the appropriate goat, he says: For God, 
as a sin-offering. This is just one of the occasions on which 
he mentions God’s name, as the Sages taught in the Tosefta 
(Yoma 2:2): The High Priest mentions the name of God" 
ten times" on that day: Three times during the first confes- 
sion; and three times during the second confession, over 
the bull; and three times when he confesses over the scape- 
goat to Azazel; and one time with the lots, when placing 
the lot for God upon the goat. 


And there already was an incident when the High Priest 
said the name of God and his voice was so strong that it 
was heard even in Jericho. Rabba bar bar Hana said: The 
distance from Jerusalem to Jericho’ is ten parasangs. De- 
spite the great distance, his voice was miraculously heard 
there. 


HALAKHA 


Mention of the name of God ten times - Wy nwa MBIT 
Baya: The High Priest mentions the explicit name of God ten 
times on Yom Kippur: Three times during each of the three 


confessions and one time when he places the lot on the goat 
of the sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 2:6). 
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The Gemara describes similar miracles in which events in the Tem- 
ple were sensed a great distance away. And the sound of the doors 
of the Sanctuary opening was heard from a distance of eight 
Shabbat limits, which is eight mil. Furthermore, goats that were 
in Jericho would sneeze from smelling the fragrance of the in- 
cense" that burned in the Temple;the women that were in Jericho 
did not need to perfume themselves, since they were perfumed 
by the fragrance of the incense, which reached there; a bride that 
was in Jerusalem did not need to adorn herself with perfumes, 
since she was perfumed by the fragrance of the incense, which 
filled the air of Jerusalem. 


Rabbi Yosei ben Dolgai said: Father had goats in the hills of 
Mikhmar,? a district some distance from Jerusalem, and they 
would sneeze from smelling the fragrance of the incense. Simi- 
larly, Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha 
said: An old man reported to me: One time I went to the ruins 
of the Tabernacle in Shiloh, and I smelled the smell of the incense 
from between its walls. The Tabernacle stood there during the 
period of the Judges, and more than a thousand years had passed 
since its destruction. 


§ Rabbi Yannai said: The drawing of the lot from inside the 
receptacle is an indispensable part of the service, as it determines 
which goat will be for God and which for Azazel. However, the 
actual placing of the lots upon the goats is not indispensable." 
And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even the drawing of the lots from in- 
side the receptacle is not indispensable, since the High Priest may 
designate the goats himself, without employing the lottery. 


The Gemara explains the dispute: In accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that matters that are performed in 
the white garments outside of the Holy of Holies are not indis- 
pensable, everyone agrees that the drawing of the lots is not in- 
dispensable, since it is held outside the Holy of Holies. When they 
disagree, it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. 
He holds that all matters performed in the white garments, even 
those performed outside the Holy of Holies, are indispensable. The 
one who said the drawing of the lots is indispensable holds in 
accordance with the straightforward application of the principle 
of Rabbi Nehemya. And the one who said the drawing of the lots 
is not indispensable claims that this principle applies only with 
regard to matters that are classified as a Temple service. The draw- 
ing of the lots is not a Temple service, therefore it is indispensable, 
even according to Rabbi Nehemya’s principle. 


Some say a different version of the dispute: 


In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, who said that 
all matters performed in the white garments, even those performed 
outside the Holy of Holies, are indispensable, everyone agrees 
that the drawing of the lots is indispensable. 


When they disagree, it is in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Yehuda, who holds that matters that are performed in the white 
garments outside of the Holy of Holies are not indispensable. The 
one who said that the drawing of the lots is not indispensable 
holds in accordance with the straightforward application of the 
principle of Rabbi Yehuda. And the one who said that the drawing 
of the lots is indispensable claims that although Rabbi Yehuda’s 
principle is generally true, it is different here, in the case of the 
lottery, because the verse repeated the phrase" “ 
(Leviticus 16:9) “which came up” (Leviticus 16:10) two times. In 
the laws of sacrifices, a repeated phrase indicates the matter is 
indispensable. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a 
baraita: It is a mitzva to draw the lots, and if the High Priest did 
not draw the lots but instead designated the goats without using 
the lots, the designation is valid. 


which came up” 


NOTES 

The fragrance of the incense — nyivp my: Why is it per- 
mitted to derive benefit from the fragrance of the incense? 
Surely the incense is sacred, and benefitting from it should 
be prohibited. Some explain that whenever the benefit 
is inadvertent and not gained by the actions of those in- 
volved, there is no prohibition to benefit from it (see Tosafot 
Yeshanim). 


The verse repeated the phrase — x7 ma Nan: In matters 
relating to sacrificial services, the repetition of a law serves 
to establish it as indispensable; neglect of such a law dis- 
qualifies the service. 


BACKGROUND 
Hills of Mikhmar — w232 %7: Mikhmar is a hill upon which 
Alexander Yannai erected a fortress, which was often used 
as a national Jewish center in subsequent centuries. The hill 
has been identified as Machaerus, about 8 km east of the 
Dead Sea and about 40 km from Jerusalem as the crow flies. 


Machaerus 


HALAKHA 
Drawing and placing of the lots - bw inna inxdya 
basa: The drawing of the lots is indispensable, and 
consequently it may not be performed by a non-priest. 
However, placing the lots upon the goats is not indis- 
pensable and may be done by a non-priest. This rul- 
ing is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yannai 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 3:3). 
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Perek IV 
Daf go Amuda 


NOTES 


Anew goat is brought to be the counterpart with- 
out drawing lots — abuta xbw ivan wean: If the 
drawing of lots is not ‘indispensable, a counterpart 
can be brought without it. Although everyone agrees 
that it is a mitzva to draw lots, in this case it is not 
necessary to do it again, since it was done already 
with the first pair of goats (Ritva). 
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The Gemara considers the opinion presented in the baraita: Granted, 
according to that first version of the dispute, in which you said: In 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda everyone, i.e., Rabbi 
Yannai and Rabbi Yohanan, agrees that the drawing of the lots is 
not indispensable, in accordance with whose opinion is this baraita 
taught? Itis in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, according 
to all opinions. 


But according to that second version of the dispute, in which you said 
that Rabbi Yannai and Rabbi Yohanan disagree whether the drawing 
of the lots is indispensable according to Rabbi Yehuda, but according 
to Rabbi Nehemya it certainly is indispensable, then granted, accord- 
ing to the one, i.e., Rabbi Yohanan, who said that the drawing of the 
lots is not indispensable, in accordance with whose opinion is this 
baraita taught? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


However, according to the one, i.e., Rabbi Yannai, who said that both 
according to Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya the drawing of the lots 
is indispensable, then in accordance with whose opinion could this 
baraita be taught? It would appear that, according to Rabbi Yannai, the 
baraita does not reflect anyone’s opinion. Perforce, the baraita cannot 
be referring to drawing the lots, and one must emend and teach the 
baraita as saying that it is a mitzva to place the lots on the goats. 


Come and hear another challenge to Rabbi Yannai’s opinion, as pre- 
sented in the second version of the dispute, which maintains that both 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya hold that drawing of the lots is in- 
dispensable. A baraita teaches: It is a mitzva for the High Priest to draw 
the lots and to confess upon the goat to be sent to Azazel. If he did 
not draw the lots or did not confess, the service is still valid. This 
baraita also appears to say that the drawing of the lots is not indispens- 
able, in contradiction to Rabbi Yannai’s opinion. And if you say: So 
too, the baraita should be emended to say it is a mitzva to place the 
lots on the goats, this is problematic. How will you then say, i.e., explain, 
the latter clause of that baraita, which teaches: Rabbi Shimon says: 
If he does not draw the lots, it is valid. If he does not confess, it is 
invalid? 


The Gemara clarifies the challenge from the latter clause: In this barai- 
ta, what is the meaning of: He did not draw the lots? If we say it means 
he did not place the lots on the goats, then by inference Rabbi Shi- 
mon holds that while the placing is not indispensable, the drawing of 
the lots is indispensable. But this is incorrect, since wasn’t it taught 
in a baraita: If, following the designation of the goats, one of them died, 
a new goat is brought to be the counterpart of the surviving goat and 
is designated without drawing lots; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Shimon. It would therefore appear that the baraita should not be un- 
derstood as referring to the mitzva to place the lots, but as referring to 
the drawing of the lots themselves. Therefore, the challenge to Rabbi 
Yannai’s opinion remains. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Yannai’s opinion can still be defended by 
claiming that Rabbi Shimon did not know precisely what the Sages 

were saying, i.e., whether they were referring to the drawing or the 

placing of the lots. Therefore, in his response to them, this is what he 

is saying: If when you say: Drawing of the lots, you are saying that 
the actual drawing of the lots is not indispensable, as I also hold, then 

I disagree with you only with regard to one halakha, namely with 

regard to the indispensability of the confession. But if, when you say: 
Drawing of the lots, you are saying only that the placing of the lots is 

not indispensable, but you assume that the drawing of the lots is indis- 
pensable, then I disagree with you with regard to two halakhot, i.e. 
with regard to the indispensability of both the drawing of the lots and 

of the confession. 


YET NY IYN 19 YNV KA 


MAND IPT NY IIN PX VYY) 


KT- WEI NX IN NWI 
say KY 9 npn yyw): mATX 
me IYN px WYU KI pha 

am) NI 187 


327 MIA DIPS NT Nd 
-maa wyg nun apn Sota 
ana IND TPN 


397 MND DINT -INY dre 
xb xTIDIN ae "op O22 
xb ona nan KIY - Naay 

Kayn 


nana 397 nina DIPXT x9 
1) boas yyy nian Balsa) 
PORT OST WNT NOT TM 

22399 8? ya 7327393 


many maay ninaa xT) 


LOT [yaw vay - 00A KA Ne 
KIN xb abut: NYT 


TPTI DYVI KPR MYDIN) 
- KIN xb KIDATO 
KIA KPN abun 


OTT ATID? TY) 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Come and hear another challenge to Rabbi Yannai’s opinion that all agree 
that the drawing of the lots is indispensable, from a baraita: Various services 
are performed with the bull and the goat and their blood. These services 
must be performed ina specific sequence, often alternating between the bull 
and the goat. If one service is neglected and a later service is advanced to be 
before it, the halakha is as follows: Failure to perform a service of the bull 
that was to precede a service of the goat disqualifies the service of the goat, 
if it was performed without that service of the bull preceding it." 


However, failure to perform a service of the goat that was to precede 
a service of the bull does not disqualify the service of the bull; rather, it 
is valid after the fact. This last rule applies to the applications of blood 
performed inside the Holy of Holies. 


The Gemara explains the challenge from the baraita: Granted, failure to 
perform the service of the bull disqualifies the service of the goat that is 
advanced ahead of it. This can be understood to mean that if he advanced 
the service of the goat ahead of the service of the bull, it is considered as 
though he has not performed anything at all. Once the service of the bull 
has been performed, the service of the goat must be repeated. However, the 
rule in the baraita that failure to perform a service of the goat does not 
disqualify the service of the bull that was advanced ahead of it. To what 
case is it referring? 


If we say that that the baraita means that if one advanced the applications 
of the blood of the bull in the Sanctuary made toward the curtain ahead 
of the applications of the blood of the goat inside the Holy of Holies, then 
the baraita should not rule that it is valid. The term “statute” (Leviticus 
16:29) is written concerning the applications of the blood of the goat inside 
the Holy of Holies, which implies that their performance is indispensable 
to any subsequent services. 


Rather, is it not that the baraita must be referring to a case in which one 
advanced the applications of the blood of the bull inside the Holy of 
Holies ahead of the drawing of the lots? If so, from the fact that the se- 
quencing of drawing the lots is not indispensable, one may infer that the 
drawing of the lots itself is also not indispensable." This would then refute 
Rabbi Yannai’s opinion. 


The Gemara questions whether this is the only possible interpretation of 
the baraita: No, the baraita could be referring to a case in which one ad- 
vanced the applications of the blood of the bull upon the altar ahead of 
the applications of the blood of the goat in the Sanctuary made toward 
the curtain. And as such, ruling in the baraita that this is valid after the fact 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said: Matters that 
are performed in the white garments outside of the Holy of Holies are 
not indispensable. Therefore, the applications of the bull’s blood upon the 
altar cannot disqualify a different service. 


The Gemara rejects this as a possible interpretation of the baraita: But didn’t 
the conclusion of the baraita teach that the rule applies to the applications 
of blood performed inside the Holy of Holies? If so, the baraita cannot be 
referring to application of blood made upon the altar. 


Rather, the baraita must understood in the way suggested by the Gemara 
previously, which implies that the drawing of the lots is not indispensable. 
However, this is not necessarily a refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Yannai. 
One could say: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said: The drawing 
of the lots is not indispensable. Rabbi Yannai claimed only that Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya agreed that it is indispensable. 


And if you wish, say: Actually, the baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. Nevertheless, Rabbi Yannai’s opinion may still be de- 
fended: Granted, the baraita teaches that the sequencing of the drawing 
of the lots is not indispensable;’ however it may still be true that the draw- 
ing itself is nevertheless indispensable. This contradicts what was sug- 
gested previously, that one may infer from the indispensability of the se- 
quencing to the indispensability of the drawing itself. 


And Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon follow their lines of reasoning," as 
it was taught in a baraita: 


NOTES 


The services of the bull and the goat - nitiay 
yyw T: The High Priest's first confession over 
the bull precedes the drawing of lots over the 
goats (Leviticus 16). The High Priest then performs 
a second confession over the bull, slaughters it, 
and eventually applies its blood inside the Holy 
of Holies. He then slaughters the goat sin-offering 
and applies its blood inside the Holy of Holies. 
Following this, he returns to the Sanctuary, where 
he sprinkles the blood of the bull and then the 
blood of the goat toward the curtain. Ultimately 
he mixes together the blood from both animals 
and applies the mixture to the inner altar. 


From the fact that the sequencing of draw- 
ing the lots is not indispensable — xb KVDT 
xay: The logic of this inference is as follows. 


The term “statute” does not appear in reference 


o the drawing of lots. As such, the only reason 
o assume it is indispensable is if one views it as a 
preparatory step to the applications of blood that 
follow. If one does, then it must be performed 
before the applications, and thus its correct se- 
quencing is also indispensable. If it is proved that 
he sequencing is not indispensable, it is clearly 
not to be considered as a preparatory step to the 
applications of blood that follow. If so, then there 
is no reason to assume that even the drawing of 
lots is indispensable (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


The sequencing is not indispensable — »73 
xI xb XT1DI1: Although the term “statute” 
(Leviticus 16: 29) does not appear in reference to 
the drawing of lots, the phrase “which came up” 
(Leviticus 16:9) is repeated. The repetition of the 
latter phrase indicates that the drawing of lots 
itself is indispensable, while the lack of the term 


“statute” suggest that the details surrounding the 


drawing of lots, specifically its sequencing, are not 
indispensable (Tosafot Yeshanim; Ritva). 


Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon follow their 
lines of reasoning - apna ais: Rashi explains 
that the Gemara here is referring to the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, just 
as the baraita explicitly refers to it. However, if so, 
this is an unusual use of the phrase: They follow 
their lines of reasoning. This phrase usually reveals 
the underlying logic of their opinions, whereas 
here it is merely a restatement of their opinions. 
See Tosafot, who explain that the Gemara here 
is referring to the current dispute concerning 
the drawing of lots. By doing so, the Gemara is 
logically linking the two disputes (see Rav Shmuel 
Strashun and Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 
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NOTES 


The dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon - 
iyaw ayana npma: Ostensibly, the dispute between 

Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon is a product of their under- 
standing of the term “to make atonement.” However, if so, it is 

not clear how that serves to illuminate the previous dispute. 
Rather, the point of the baraita here is that they interpret 

he verse in accordance with their already firm opinions as 

o whether the confession is indispensable or not (Ritva). 


What is the halakha with regard to whether he may trans- 
fer the lot to his right hand - par aipg aw: Assuming 
hat there is no fundamental problem with ‘switching hands, 
he question is whether it is a good or bad practice to switch 
hem. If the lot is passed to the right hand, it will suggest to 
all those who see that it is a time of divine favor. However, 
perhaps it is better to leave it in the left hand so that people 
understand that their atonement will not be easily accepted, 
and they will be encouraged to work harder to repent (Siah 
Yitzhak). 


Do not give the heretic an opportunity - Dipa nan bx 
oyna: In censored versions of the text, the term heretics 
is replaced with Saducees. Rabbeinu Hananel explains that 
if the Sages were careful to always force the lot for God to 
come up in the right hand, the heretics, who believe in two 
divine powers, might use this as support for their beliefs. 
They believed that Azazel is an independent deity, albeit one 
that is less respected and powerful than God. They would 
claim that, for this reason, it is always the lot for God that 
arises in the right hand. Therefore, the fact that the lot for 
God is sometimes taken by the left hand publically dispels 
this belief. Others suggest that if the lot for God always arises 
in the right hand, some might accuse the Sages of witchcraft. 
Therefore, it is better to leave the lottery to its natural course 
(Meiri). 
This is not the only practice that is eschewed due to the 
mistakes of the heretics. Other ordinances were instituted 
and various decrees were annulled to avoid giving a forum 
to their ideas. Therefore, the Shulhan Arukh (Yoreh De‘a 242:6) 
rules that a halakhic authority must be careful not to make 
statements that will appear surprising to the people and 
perhaps lead to heretical thoughts among those ignorant 
of the workings of the halakha (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 


HALAKHA 

The verse speaks of atonement through speech - 1933 
3212 3127 31: The Torah states: “until he comes out, and 
have made atonement for himself, and for his household, 
and for all the assembly of Israel” (Leviticus 16:17). The oral 
tradition teaches that this is referring to a verbal confession 
by the High Priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 2:6). 
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The verse states: “But the goat on which the lot came up for Azazel 
shall be stood alive before the Lord, to make atonement over him, 
to send him away for Azazel into the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:10). 
The verse indicates that the goat must remain alive until a certain 
time. Were it to die beforehand, it would have to be replaced. Until 
when is the goat for Azazel required to stand alive? Until the time 
of the application of the blood of its counterpart, i.e., the goat 
for God; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon 
says: It must remain alive until the time of the verbal confession 
over it. 


With regard to what do they disagree?" As it was taught in a 
baraita: The verse states that the goat should remain alive “to make 
atonement” (Leviticus 16:10). This indicates that it must remain 
alive until it effects atonement. Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon 
dispute which atonement the verse is referring to. The verse speaks 
of atonement through the application of the blood of the sin- 
offering goat. And similarly it states: “When he has made an end 
of atoning for the Sanctuary, and the Tent of Meeting, and the 
altar, he shall present the live goat” (Leviticus 16:20). Just as there 
the reference is to atonement through blood, so too here the verse 
is referring to atonement through blood. This is the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: “To make atonement over it”; the verse 
speaks of atonement through speech," i.e., the verbal confession 
that is recited over it. 


Come and hear a proof that the drawing of lots is not indispensable. 
A baraita teaches: Rabbi Akiva’s students asked him: If the lot for 
God was drawn by the High Priest’s left hand, what is the halakha 
with regard to whether he may transfer the lot to his right hand?" 
He said to them: Do not give the heretic’ an opportunity‘ to 
dominate. If it is allowed, they will adduce this as proof of their 
claim that the halakhot are not absolute, and the Sages have the 
power to change them as they see fit. 


The Gemara infers: The only reason Rabbi Akiva provided to dis- 
allow it was so as not to give Sadducees an opportunity to domi- 
nate, which implies that if not for this reason, it would be permitted 
to transfer the lot to the right hand. How could this be true? Didn’t 
you say that the drawing of the lots is indispensable? And, conse- 
quently, once the designation of the goat has been defined by the 
drawing of the left hand, how then could we transfer the lot to the 
right hand? Perforce, the designation is not created by the actual 
drawing, and as such it is not indispensable. 


The Gemara explains the baraita can be understood in a way in 
which it does not provide a proof: Rava said: This is what Rabbi 
Akiva’s students are saying: If the lot was drawn by his left hand, 
what is the halakha with regard to whether he may transfer it, the 
lot, and its associated goat to his right side. He said to them: Do 
not give the heretic an opportunity to dominate. Accordingly, 
there was never any suggestion of changing the designation of the 
goats. Therefore, no proof can be brought concerning the indispens- 
ability of the drawing of the lots. 


BACKGROUND 


Sadducees — m»7/1¥: The use of the term Sadducee is from a 
censor’s revision of the Gemara. The original manuscripts have 
the term minim, heretics. At the end of the Second Temple 
period and subsequent to it, different groups of Jews strayed 
from the path of the Sages to varying degrees. The first Chris- 
tians were among these sects (see Rashi), which were by and 


large populated by Gnostics of various types. Although these 
groups differed from one another, they all deviated from the 
accepted halakha. They also leveled accusations against the 
Sages, often claiming that the Sages themselves did not ob- 
serve the halakha as absolute, rather that they interpreted the 
halakha as they saw fit. 
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Come and hear a proof that the drawing of lots is indispensable. 
A baraita teaches (Sifra, Aharei Mot 2:4): If the verse had stated 
only: “The goat upon which the lot” (Leviticus 16:9), I would 
have said the intention is that he must physically place the lot 
upon it. Therefore, the verse also states: “On which it came up” 
(Leviticus 16:9), indicating that once the lot has come up from 
the receptacle, it is not necessary to do more, i.e., the lot does not 
have to be physically placed upon the goat. 


The Gemara clarifies: To what does the baraita refer when it says 

it is not necessary to actually place the lot upon the goat? If we 

say it means that it is no longer necessary to do so even as a mitz- 
va, then, by inference, one must conclude that the placement of 
the lot upon the goat is not even a mitzva. This is problematic. 
Since it is clearly part of the Yom Kippur service, it must at least 

be a mitzva. Rather, is it not that when the baraita teaches that 

the placing of the lot is not necessary, it means only that the plac- 
ing of the lot is not indispensable? And conclude from it that 

the drawing of lots is indispensable, but the placement of the 

lot upon the goat is not indispensable. 


Rava rejects the proof: Rava said: This cannot serve as a proof, 
since this is what the baraita is saying: If the verse had stated 
only: “The goat upon which the lot,’ I would have said that the 
intention is that he should physically place the lot upon the goat, 
and the lot should remain upon it until the time of its slaughter. 
Therefore, the verse also states: “On which it came up,” indicating 
that once the lot has come up from the receptacle and been 
placed upon the goat for even one moment, it is not necessary to 
do more, i.e. the lot does not have to remain on the goat anymore. 
Understood in this way, it cannot be determined from this baraita 
whether or not the placement is indispensable. 


Come and hear a proof that Rabbi Yehuda holds that the drawing 
of the lots is indispensable. A baraita in the Sifra teaches: The verse 
states: “Aaron shall bring forward the goat upon which the lot 


came up for the Lord, and he shall offer it for a sin-offering” 


(Leviticus 16:9). The verse indicates that the lottery makes it a 
sin-offering, but verbally designating the goat with the status of 
a sin-offering does not make it a sin-offering. 


The baraita continues: A verse is needed to teach this halakha, as 
I might have thought to come to the opposite conclusion. Is there 
not an a fortiori inference as follows: Just as in a case in which 
the use of a lottery does not consecrate" the animals with a spe- 
cific designation, e.g., a woman who has given birth and must 
bring two birds, one as a sin-offering and one as a burnt-offering, 
nevertheless a verbal designation of the animals with the required 
status does consecrate them, so too, in a case in which the use 
of a lottery does consecrate the animals, is it not logically right 
that verbally designating the animals with the required status 
should consecrate them? 


In contradiction of this reasoning, the verse states, with regard to 
the goat: “He shall offer it for a sin-offering” to indicate that the 
lottery makes it a sin-offering; verbally designating the goat with 
the status of a sin-offering does not make it a sin-offering. 


NOTES 


In a case in which the use of a lottery does not consecrate — 
bain wT? Kow Dipa: The Gemara could have raised the op- 
posite argument, i.e., ‘thatif the lottery is effective in the case of 
the goats where verbal designation is ineffective, then logically 
the lottery should also be effective in a case where mere verbal 
designation is effective. This argument would also countered by 


the verse cited. Since the Gemara was aware of the implication 
of the verse, it was sufficient to raise one logical argument for 
which the verse is necessary in order to counter it, and it was 
not necessary for the Gemara to consider all other possible 
logical arguments that would also be rejected by the verse 
(see Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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HALAKHA 
Nests — 277: The birds in a pair are designated as 
either a burnt-offering or a sin-offering by the owner 
at the moment they are originally taken, or by the 


priest when they are sacrificed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:11). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara now formulates the proof: Who is the author of anony- 
mous halakhic statements made in the Sifra?" Rabbi Yehuda. And 

this baraita from the Sifra teaches: The lottery makes it a sin-offering, 
but verbally designating the goat with the status of a sin-offering does 

not make it a sin-offering. Apparently, according to Rabbi Yehuda, 
the lottery is indispensable. This refutation of the opinion of the 

one who says that the lottery is not indispensable, i.e., Rabbi Yannai, 
according to the second version of his dispute, is indeed a conclusive 

refutation. 


§ The Gemara addresses a similar case of designating offerings: Rav 
Hisda said: Nests," a pair of birds of which one bird must be sacri- 
ficed as a sin-offering and the other as a burnt-offering become des- 
ignated for the specific type of offering only" at one of two distinct 
points: Either upon the owner’s taking of them, when he initially 
purchases and consecrates them for his offering, or upon the priest’s 
actual performance of the sacrificial rite upon them. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: What is the reason of Rav Hisda? As it is 
written in one verse: “And she shall take two turtledoves or two 
young pigeons, the one for a burnt-offering and the other for a sin- 
offering” (Leviticus 12:8). In another verse, it is also written: “And the 
priest shall offer them, the one for a sin-offering and the other for a 
burnt-offering” (Leviticus 15:15). The verses mention only the possi- 
bility of designating the offering either upon taking them or upon 
the performance of the sacrificial rite. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Hisda’s ruling from the barai- 
ta cited above: The verse states, with regard to the goat of Yom Kippur: 

“And Aaron shall... offer it for a sin-offering” (Leviticus 16:9). This 
indicates that the lottery makes it a sin-offering, but verbally desig- 
nating the goat with the status of a sin-offering does not make it a 
sin- offering. 


A verse is needed to teach this halakha, as I might have come to the 
opposite conclusion: Is there not an a fortiori inference: Just as ina 
case in which the use of a lottery does not consecrate the animals 
with a specific designation, nevertheless verbally designating the ani- 
mals with the required status does consecrate them, so too, in a case 
in which the use of a lottery does consecrate the animals, is it not 
logically right that verbally designating the animals with the required 
status should consecrate them? 


To counter this reasoning, the verse states: “He shall make it a sin- 
offering” to indicate that the lottery makes it a sin-offering, but 
verbally designating the goat with the status of a sin-offering does not 
make it a sin-offering. 


The Gemara explains the challenge to Rav Hisda’s ruling: But here, in 
the case of designating the goats, the baraita is focusing on the mo- 
ment at which the lottery is held, which is neither the time of taking 
the goats nor the time of performing the sacrificial rite. Yet the barai- 
ta teaches that were it not for a verse that teaches otherwise, it would 
be possible to permanently establish the animals’ designation through 
a verbal designation at that time. This contradicts Rav Hisda’s ruling. 


Anonymous statements in the Sifra - x99 OND: The com- 
pendiums of halakhic midrash are composed of collections of 
exegetical derivations from the verses of the Torah. The Sifra, 
which means literally the book, is composed of halakhic mid- 
rash on the book of Leviticus. The Sifrei, or literally, the books, is 
composed of halakhic midrash on the books of Numbers and 
Deuteronomy. These compendiums, along with the Mishna, 
are considered part of the tannaitic literature, although their 
final editing took place during the time of the amoraim; con- 
sequently, a halakhic midrash is often referred to as a baraita. 
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Each compendium generally reflects the opinion of a single 
tanna. Anonymous statements in the Mishna are presumed to 
be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Anonymous 
statements in the Sifra are in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda. In the Sifrei, they are in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


Nests — p»: There are various circumstances in which a person 


is required to sacrifice two birds, either turtledoves or pigeons. 


One is always sacrificed as a burnt-offering and the other as 
a sin-offering. For example, a poor person who is required to 


bring a sliding-scale offering brings a bird pair (Leviticus 5:7-10), 
as does a poor woman after giving birth (Leviticus 12:8), a poor 
eper (Leviticus 14:22), and a zav or zava following their purifica- 
ion (Leviticus 15:29-30). 


Nests become designated only — Kby DWN pHPT px: 
Some say that this rule also applies to the offering of a nazirite. 
He is obligated to bring two animals, one as a burnt-offering 
and one as a sin-offering. Here, too, the law is that the designa- 
ion can take place either at the moment of purchase or when 
he animals are sacrificed (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


DIPA MD WNP DT XI] VOX 
nywa INI biar wtp ow 
wpp- mwy nywa banm 
MUY nwa amp) nywa DWI 
nywa xby be vPpw Dipa 
ivy - Mwy nywa en mo 
APPS nyws DPI WIPE p7 
Pyy nywa 


Daian -nen yyy aab naa 
TYY OWT PRI XEN Twp 
xen 


wT wy WTA KAVN YNV XA 
WE IDX, PwYT iva niyn 
z inih bgy or bx 


Anxen ATA ingin wan poi 
TA inajn wN yoin pei 
indy 


DY ADDY MW NDT NDT NT 
WALT AP) wT Mwy nw 


VAX) PKD NPW 31 WK 
KAVN OVW D1 VIX shy 27 
Kb- AY IP WAN VY WTA 

YIR PIZ NYI xy ne, 


123W - 1A J7 TM IND KP 
TAY TIY -10I KIT ANID TN 
gracan 


WNT R II TON KAT ID 
xy 


The Gemara rejects the challenge: Rava said: The baraita does not 
contradict Rav Hisda’s ruling. This is what the baraita is saying: Just 
as in a case in which the use of a lottery does not consecrate the 
animals with a specific designation, even if it is held at the time of 
taking the animals or at the time of performing the sacrificial rite, 
nevertheless verbally designating the animals with the required 
status does consecrate them if that is done at the time of taking 
the animals or at the time of performing the sacrificial rite; so too, 
in a case in which the use of a lottery does consecrate the animals, 
although it is held neither at the time of taking the animals nor at 
the time of performing the sacrificial rite, is it not logically right 
that verbally designating the animals with the required status should 
consecrate them, if it is done at the time of taking the animals or at 
the time of performing the sacrificial rite? 


To counter this reasoning, the verse states: “He shall make it a sin- 
offering” to indicate that the lottery makes it a sin-offering, but 

verbally designating the goat with the status of a sin-offering does 

not make it a sin-offering. Rava has thereby explained the reasoning 

of the baraita in accordance with Rav Hisda’s ruling. 


Come and hear another challenge to Rav Hisda’s ruling: One who 
inadvertently enters the Temple while ritually impure is required to 
bring a sliding-scale offering to achieve atonement. This offering is 
unique in that the specific offering one is required to bring depends 
upon his financial situation." With regard to this offering, a baraita 
teaches about the case ofa poor person who ritually impurified the 
Temple, i.e., entered the Temple while ritually impure; and he set 
aside money for his nests, his bird pair, as he is required, as a poor 
person, to bring one bird as a sin-offering and one bird as a burnt- 
offering for atonement; and then he became wealthy, and he is 
consequently required to bring an animal sin-offering;" and after- 
ward, unaware of the halakha that he is no longer required to bring a 
bird pair, he separates his money into two portions and said that 
these coins are for his sin-offering and those coins are for his 
burnt-offering. 


Then, in such a case, he adds more money and brings his obligation 
of an animal sin-offering from the money set aside for his 
sin-offering,’ but he may not add more money and bring his obliga- 
tion of an animal offering from the money set aside for his burnt- 
offering. 


The Gemara explains the challenge to Rav Hisda’s ruling: But here, 
in the case of designating the money, the baraita is focusing on a 
moment which is neither the time of taking the money nor the time 
of performing the sacrificial rite with the birds. And yet the baraita 
teaches that through a verbal designation one can permanently 
establish the status of the money, as is apparent from the fact that the 
money set aside for the burnt-offering may not be used toward the 
sin-offering. This contradicts Rav Hisda’s ruling. 


Rav Sheshet said: But how can you understand the baraita that way? 
Didn’t Rabbi Elazar say that Rabbi Hoshaya said: A wealthy person 
who ritually impurifies the Temple and brings the offering that a 
poor person is required to bring does not fulfill his obligation. Since 
he does not and cannot fulfill his obligation with that offering, how 
can that designation permanently establish the status of the money? 


Rather, what have you to say in order for the baraita to make sense? 
That he had already said his designation of the money while in 
his impoverished state. Here also, in order for the baraita not to 
contradict Rav Hisda’s ruling, it may be explained in a similar vein, 
that he had already said at the time of taking and setting aside his 
money, which monies were for his sin-offering and which were for 
his burnt-offering. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Haga, who said that 
Rabbi Yoshiya" said that a wealthy person who brings the offering 
that a poor person is required to bring does fulfill his obligation, 


NOTES 

Asliding-scale offering - 171") aby }2 7p: This offering is 
unique in that the type of offering required depends on 
the financial status of the sinner. A person with sufficient 
means is required to bring a sin-offering of a female 
lamb or goat. A poor person who is unable to afford 
such an offering brings a pair of birds instead, one as a 
burnt-offering and one as a sin-offering. A person who 
cannot afford even a pair of birds brings a meal-offering. 

Asliding-scale-offering is brought for the inadvertent 
violation of three sins: (1) Violating an oath; (2) taking a 
false oath to avoid giving testimony; (3) entering the 
Temple or partaking of sacrificial foods while ritually 
impure. The Gemara here demonstrates its point using 
the case of one who entered the Temple while ritually 
impure, as this is the most common case, but the point 
could have been made with the other cases as well 
(Tosafot). 


He adds and brings his obligation from the money 
for his sin-offering — inten a7 inan wI Poin: 
The Gemara in tractate Keritot derives from verses in the 
Torah that money designated for a bird sin-offering may 
be used toward an animal sin-offering. 


Rabbi Yoshiya — ww) a1: The Rashash emends the Ge- 
mara here to state: Rabbi Haga said that Rabbi Hoshaya 
said. This is in line with the Gemara on the next amud, in 
which Rabbi Haga cites Rabbi Hoshaya and not Rabbi 
Yoshiya. According to this, Rabbi Elazar in the Gemara 
here and Rabbi Haga are in dispute over what Rabbi 
Hoshaya actually said. 


HALAKHA 
The offering of a poor or wealthy person — wa 3Y 
jaya: If a poor person sacrifices the offering of the 
wealthy, the offering is valid. If a wealthy person sacri- 
fices the offering of the poor, the offering is not valid, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hoshaya (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 10:13). 
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NOTES 

There is no redemption for a bird - Jyh 1795 px: In many 
cases, when an animal consecrated as an offering becomes 
disqualified, it is redeemed for money. A fifth of its value 
is then added to that money and used toward purchasing 
new animals, fit for offering. Through its redemption, it is 
deconsecrated and becomes non-sacred. The possibility 
of redemption is mentioned in the Torah only with respect 
to animals, but not with respect to bird-offerings. As such, 
bird-offerings can never be redeemed. 


A poor leper who brings the offering that a wealthy 
person is required to bring - YY 1397 KATY 1Y: The 
Gemara's use here of the expression: Fulfills his obliga- 
tion, suggests that the offering is acceptable only after 
the fact. However, this is inaccurate. The halakha is that if 
a poor person wishes to extend himself, he may do so ab 
initio. The Gemara uses this expression only to parallel the 
language of the opposite case, in which one does not fulfill 
his obligation even after the fact (Rabbi Shlomo HaKohen). 


HALAKHA 
There is no redemption for a bird - ayy 1°19 px: If one 
sets aside a bird for an offering and it is disqualified, it can- 
not be redeemed for the purpose of purchasing a new bird 
with the money used to redeem it. This is because there 
is no redemption for a bird (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:10). 
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what can be said? According to this opinion, there is no inherent 
difficulty in the baraita that requires interpreting it as Rav Sheshet 
explained; read simply, it appears to contradict Rav Hisda’s ruling. 
The Gemara answers: The baraita should be emended: Do not say 
that the baraita says: If afterward he said. Rather, say that the 
baraita says: If afterward he took, i.e., purchased and consecrated 
the bird pair, and said. 


The Gemara asks: How can the baraita be referring to a case where 
he had taken the birds for his offering? If so, the next statement in 
the baraita: He adds more money and brings his obligation of an 
animal sin-offering from the money set aside for his sin-offering, 
what does it mean? If he had taken them, then clearly he is not 
holding onto money with which to purchase them. 


The Gemara suggests a solution: That statement in the baraita is 
referring to a case in which he redeemed the bird by transferring 
its sanctity to money that can then be used toward the purchase 
of an animal. The Gemara rejects this possibility: But there is no 
redemption for a bird," so this could not possibly be the case of 
the baraita. 


Rav Pappa said: That statement in the baraita is referring to a case 

where he took only one bird. As such, the baraita means: If he 

purchased the bird for his burnt-offering, then he should add more 

money and bring his obligation of an animal sin-offering from the 

money he had intended to use to purchase the second bird for his 

sin-offering. And this bird, which was purchased for his burnt- 
offering, goes toward a free-will offering. However, if he pur- 
chased the bird for his sin-offering, then he cannot add more 

money and bring his obligation of an animal sin-offering from the 

money he had intended to use to purchase the second bird for his 

burnt-offering. And this bird, which was purchased for his sin- 
offering, goes to its death, i.e. it is left to die, as is the halakha of a 

sin-offering whose owner has achieved atonement with another 
offering. 


The Gemara proceeds to examine the dispute cited above. Returning 
to the matter itself, Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Hoshaya said: A 
wealthy person who ritually impurifies the Temple, and brings 
the offering that a poor person is required to bring, i.e., a bird pair, 
he does not fulfill his obligation. Rabbi Haga said that Rabbi 
Hoshaya said: He does fulfill his obligation. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna: A poor leper who 
brings the offering that a wealthy person is required to bring" 
fulfills his obligation. A wealthy person who brings the offering 
that a poor person is required to bring does not fulfill his obliga- 
tion. The Gemara answers: It is different there, in the case of leper, 
as it is written: “This shall be the law of the leper on the day of his 
purification” (Leviticus 14:2). The word “this” serves to emphasize 
that the details of the purification process must be carried out with- 
out any deviation. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if any deviation is unacceptable, then in the 
case of the first clause, in which a poor leper brings the offering that 
a wealthy person is required to bring, he should also not fulfill his 
obligation. The Gemara answers: The Merciful One includes that 
case by stating: “The law of” (Leviticus 14:2). As it was taught in 
a baraita: “The law of” was stated in order to include a poor leper 
who brought the offering that a wealthy person is required to bring. 
One might have thought that even a wealthy person who brought 
the offering that a poor person is required to bring also fulfills his 
obligation. Therefore, the verse states “this” to indicate that the 
wealthy person may not deviate from what is required of him. 
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The Gemara asks: And let us derive the halakha for the parallel 
case of a sliding-scale offering from the halakha with regard 
to the offering of leper. Consequently, in the case of a sliding- 
scale offering, if a wealthy person brings the offering that a 
poor person is required to bring, he does fulfill his obligation, 
contrary to Rabbi Haga’s opinion. The Gemara answers: With 
regard to a sliding-scale offering, the Merciful One excludes 
the validity of such an offering by stating: “If he be poor” 
(Leviticus 14:21). The word “he” serves to emphasize that the 
offering required for a poor person is valid only for him. 


MI S H N A The High Priest tied a strip of crimson* 


wool upon the head of the scapegoat" 
and positioned the goat opposite the place from which it 
was dispatched, i.e., near the gate through which it was taken; 
and the same was done to the goat that was to be slaughtered, 
opposite the place of its slaughter. 


He comes and stands next to his bull a second time, and plac- 
es his two hands upon it, and confesses. And this is what he 
would say: Please God, I have sinned, I have done wrong, and 
Ihave rebelled before You, I and my family and the children 
of Aaron, your sacred people. Please God, grant atonement, 
please, for the sins, and for the wrongs, and for the rebellions 
that I have sinned, and done wrong, and rebelled before You, 
I, and my family, and the children of Aaron, your sacred 
people, as it is written in the Torah of Moses, your servant: 
“For on this day atonement shall be made for you to cleanse 
you of all your sins; you shall be clean before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 16:30). And they, the priests and the people in the 
Temple courtyard, respond after him upon hearing the name 
of God: Blessed be the name of His glorious kingdom forever 
and all time. 


GEMARA“ dilemma was raised before them: 
The mishna teaches two halakhot with 
regard to the scapegoat: A strip of crimson is tied to it, and it is 
positioned opposite the place from which it will be dispatched. 
When the mishna continues: And the same is done to the 
slaughtered one opposite its place of slaughter, is it referring 
to the tying of a strip of crimson, and it is teaching that a strip 
is also tied on the goat being sacrificed around the place of its 
slaughter, i.e., its neck? Or, is it referring to the positioning of 
the goat, and it is teaching that the goat being sacrificed should 
be stood opposite the place where it will be slaughtered?" 


Come and hear a resolution from a baraita that Rav Yosef 
taught: He ties a strip of crimson to the head of the scapegoat 
and positions it opposite the place from which it will be sent; 
and the same is done to the slaughtered one, opposite its place 
of slaughter. This is done for two reasons: So that each goat, 
i.e., the goat for God and the goat for Azazel, cannot become 
mixed up with the other one, and so that the goats cannot 
become mixed up with other goats." 


NOTES 


Tied a strip of crimson wool upon the head of the scapegoat — 
nbnwian yew wera mim bw pw) wo: The commentators ask: 
Elsewhere, the Gemara establishes that having an animal offer- 
ing carry any sort of burden is considered an act of labor, which 
is prohibited. If so, why is it permitted to tie a strip of crimson 
on the goat's head? Some suggest that since this is done for the 
benefit of the Jewish people and isn’t an outright act of labor, it 
is permitted (Gevurat Ari; Neum Yehuda). 


Tying or positioning — mmay ix MPP: The Gemara’s conclu- 


sion is that the mishna is teaching that a strip of crimson should 
also be tied to the goat that is to be sacrificed to God. However, 


while the other interpretation is not accepted as the correct 
understanding of the mishna, nevertheless, it is not dismissed. 
The goat is in fact positioned near the north, where it will be 
slaughtered (Rosh; Siah Yitzhak; Gevurat Ari). 


Cannot become mixed up with other goats - 1w x 
DINKA: In addition to the goat for God whose blood was to 
be applied inside the Holy of Holies and Sanctuary, there is an 
additional goat sin-offering which is sacrificed as part of the 
additional service and whose blood is applied to the outer alter. 
It was necessary to have a way to tell these goats apart in the 
event they became intermingled. 


BACKGROUND 

Strip [/ashon] of crimson — mim bw yw: This strip was a 
bundle of combed wool shaped somewhat like a tongue, or 
in Hebrew, lashon. It was dyed a shade of red called carmine, 
and was produced from the blood of the tolaat shani, a type 
of insect. Current research suggests that the tolaat shani is 
the scale insect Kermes echinatus, which feeds on the sap of 
evergreen trees and is found in Israel. Its color is generally 
referred to in the Bible as shani or tola‘at shani. 


Kermes echinatus gravid females on tree trunk 


Female Kermes echinatus with eggs 


Left: Dried female Kermes echinatus with eggs 
Center and right: dyed wool 


Left: Boiled solution after wool has been added (orange) 
Right: Boiled solution with Kermes echinatus (red) 


HALAKHA 


Tied a strip of crimson - nim bw wh wy: The High Priest 
ties a crimson strip to the head of the scapegoat. The goat 
is then positioned in the place from which it will be sent off, 
while the goat that is slaughtered is positioned in the place 
where it will be slaughtered (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 4:1). 
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—_——— NOTES 
Requires division - apn sya: Some explain that the strips 
of crimson of both goats are divided into two (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan; see Tosafot Yeshanim; see Ritva). 


Blazes high and blazes low - n3933) nnbip: The com- 
mentary here follows the explanation of Rashi. Other com- 
mentators provide a different explanation. If the fire blazes 
upward, then it is valid, since the required items burned 
directly above and presumably in close proximity to the 
heifer. If the flame is low, it means it spreads out along the 
ground, and therefore the strip burned some distance from 
the heifer itself (Tosafot Yeshanim; Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


He wraps the cedar wood and the hyssop with the rem- 
nants of the strip of crimson — Ww »pwa 1273: When 
the red heifer is being burned, the hyssop is bound to the 
cedar wood with a strip of crimson. The bundle is then cast 
into the fire (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2). 
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The Gemara explains the proof from the baraita. Granted, if you 
say that the baraita is referring to tying, it works out well. Since 
both goats have a strip tied to them and to different places upon 
them, they will always be distinguishable both from one another 
and also from any other animals. But, if you say that it is referring 
to positioning the goat being sacrificed, but no strip of crimson is 
tied to it, granted, each one cannot be mixed up with its counter- 
part, since this one, the goat to be sent away, has a strip of crimson 
tied to it, and that one, the goat being sacrificed, does not have a 
strip of crimson tied to it. However, the goat being sacrificed could 
still be mixed up with other animals, since it has no strip tied to it. 
Rather, must one not conclude from the baraita that it is referring 
to tying? The Gemara confirms: Indeed, learn from it that it is so. 


The Gemara discusses halakhot pertaining to the strip of crimson 
wool: Rabbi Yitzhak said: I heard a teaching that there is a distinc- 
tion between two strips of crimson, one of the red heifer and 
one of the scapegoat. One of them requires a minimum amount, 
and one does not require a minimum amount. But I do not know 
to which of them the requirement to have a minimum amount 
pertains. 


Rav Yosef said: Let us see and examine the matter. It is logical that 
since the strip of the scapegoat, which requires division," it re- 
quires a minimum amount to be able to achieve this. Before the 
goat descends into Azazel, the strip is cut into two; half of it is tied 
between the goat’s horns and half of it is tied to a nearby rock. 
However, the crimson strip of the heifer does not require division, 
therefore it does not require a minimum amount. 


Rami bar Hama strongly objects to this: The strip of the heifer 
also requires a minimum amount because it needs to have weight, 
in order to be heavy enough to fall into the heart of the fire in which 
the heifer is being burned (see Numbers 19:6). Rava said to him: 
The requirement for the strip to have weight is the subject of a 
dispute between tanna’im, and Rav Yosef holds in accordance with 
the opinion that it does not need to have weight. 


The Gemara asks: Is it true that the strip of the red heifer does not 
require division? Abaye raised an objection to this from a mish- 
na in tractate Para: How does he perform the burning of the items 

that are burned together with the red heifer? He wraps the cedar 
wood and the hyssop with the remnants of the strip of crimson" 

and casts them into the fire in which the heifer is being burnt. The 

reference to the remnant of the strip of crimson indicates that only 
part is burned. This suggests that it also requires division. The 

Gemara answers: Emend the mishna in tractate Para. Instead of 
saying: The remnants of the strip, say: It was done with the tail 

end of the strip of crimson. 


The Torah requires that as part of the preparation of the ashes of 
the red heifer, cedar wood, hyssop, and a strip of crimson be cast 
“into the midst of the burning of the heifer” (Number 19:6). The 
Gemara discusses what happens if these items burn before actu- 
ally reaching the burning mass of the heifer: Rabbi Hanin said that 
Rav said: If the cedar wood and the strip of crimson were caught 
by the flame of the burning heifer, and they burned in the air before 
coming into contact with the mass of the heifer itself, it is valid. 
The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If the strip of 
crimson was singed before reaching the heart of fire, he brings 
another strip and sanctifies it by ensuring it burns together with 
the mass of the heifer. 


Abaye said: This is not difficult: Here, the baraita is dealing with 
a case in which the flame blazes high. Since the strip was still a 
significant distance from the burning mass, its burning is invalid. 
There, Rabbi Hanin is dealing with a case in which the flame blaz- 
es low," in close proximity to the mass of the heifer. Therefore, it is 
considered to have been burned together with it and is valid. 
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Rava said: The baraita and Rabbi Hanin’s ruling follow different 
opinions with regard to whether the strip of crimson needs to have 
weight. The baraita assumes the items must reach the heart of the 
fire; therefore, they must have weight. Rabbi Hanin assumes the 
items don’t need to reach the heart of the fire; therefore, they do not 
need to have weight. The issue of whether the strip of crimson needs 
to have weight is a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a 
baraita: Why does he wrap the cedar wood and the hyssop to- 
gether using the strip of crimson? So that they will all be in a single 
bundle" and burn simultaneously, as implied by the fact the Torah 
mentions all three together; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: So that they 
will have weight and fall into the burning heifer. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said in 
the name of Rabbi Yohanan: I heard a teaching that there is a dis- 
tinction between three strips of crimson: One of the red heifer, and 
one of the scapegoat, and one of the leper." One of them must 
have the weight of ten zuz; and one of them must have the weight 
of two sela, which is eight zuz; and one of them must have the 
weight of a shekel, which is two zuz, but I cannot explain which 
is which.® 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he explained in 
the name of Rabbi Yonatan which weight each item requires, as 
follows: 


The strip of crimson of the red heifer" has the weight of ten zuz; 
and the strip of the scapegoat" has the weight of two sela, which 
is eight zuz; and the strip of the leper" has the weight of a shekel, 
which is two zuz. 


And Rabbi Yohanan further said: Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta and 
the Rabbis disagree with regard to the strip of crimson of the red 
heifer. One said: It has the weight of ten zuz. And one said: It has 
the weight of one shekel. And your mnemonic for remembering 
that while both assume that only one of the extreme values was 
required no one suggests the middle value of two sela is required, is 
the aphorism from a mishna: God equally values both the one who 
gives much and the one who gives little as long as his intention is 
to Heaven. 


Rabbi Yirmeya of Difti said to Ravina: It is not with regard to the 
strip of the red heifer that they disagree; rather, it is with regard 
to the strip of the scapegoat that they disagree." And on that very 
day that they disputed this issue, Ravya bar Kisi died, and they 
made a mnemonic out of it, associating the halakha with his name: 
The death of Ravya bar Kisi atones like the scapegoat, since the 
death of the righteous person atones for his generation. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: I heard a teaching that there is a distinction 
between two slaughters: One of the red heifer, and one of the bull 
of the High Priest on Yom Kippur. The slaughter of one of them is 
valid even if done by a non-priest, and the slaughter of the other 
one is invalid if done by a non-priest. But I do not know which of 
them is which. 


An amoraic dispute was stated: With regard to the slaughter of the 

red heifer and the bull of the High Priest on Yom Kippur, there is 

a dispute between Rav and Shmuel: One said: A red heifer slaugh- 
tered by anon-priest is invalid, whereas the bull of the High Priest 
slaughtered by a non-priest is valid. And the other one said: His 

bull is invalid, but the red heifer is valid. 


NOTES 
So that they will all be in a single bundle — tn yw 
DINK maga: Rashi explains that the purpose is to be 
able to carry them all together. Rabbeinu Yosef writes 
that bundling the items makes them look better. The Riva 
connects the binding to the ritual of the Paschal lamb in 
Egypt, when the objects were tied together. He claims 
that here too, it is a requirement from the Torah to do so. 


Strip of crimson for the red heifer and the leper - wh 
yrivin 7193 mym: With regard to the leper, the Torah 
states: “And the priest shall take for the one who is to be 
purified two live pure birds, cedar wood, a strip of crim- 
son, and hyssop” (Leviticus 14:4). The text describing the 
red heifer states: “And the priest shall take cedar wood, 
hyssop, and a strip of crimson and cast it into the midst 
of the burning of the heifer” (Numbers 19:6). 


BACKGROUND 

Weights — nibpwn: The methods of measures and 
weights in ancient times were not uniform, and some- 
times different systems were used together. There are 
therefore many opinions with regard to the value of the 
weights mentioned by the Sages. The following are the 
range of estimates in grams for the various weights men- 
tioned here: One shekel, 7.2-9.6 g; Two sela, 28.8-38.4 g; 
ten Zuz, 36—48 g. 


HALAKHA 


The strip of crimson of the heifer - maby mim yw: 
The strip of crimson of the red heifer weighed five sela, 
which is twenty zuz (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2). 


The strip of the scapegoat — nnvan wy bw yw: 
The strip of crimson that was tied to the head of the 
scapegoat weighed two sela, in accordance with Ravin's 
statement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 3:4). 


The strip of the leper — ytixa by yw: The strip of crim- 
son of the leper weighed one shekel, in accordance with 
Ravin’s statement (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzaraat 11:1). 


NOTES 
With regard to the scapegoat they disagree - wya 
hp monwa: The reason to require the larger size strip 
of ten zuz is to ensure that even after it is divided it will 
still be a significant size, so that people can see it from a 
distance and know whether it has turned white (Tosafot 
Yeshanim). 
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NOTES 


The red heifer...has the sanctity of items consecrated 
for Temple maintenance - mai p12 wtp ms: The red 
heifer is not considered an offering. This is evidenced by 
it not being slaughtered upon the altar in the Temple, but 
rather on the Mount of Olives. As such, the distinction 
that generally applies to offerings, between rites that are 
considered services and must be performed by a priest 
and those that are not considered services and may be 
performed by a non-priest, does not exist. Rather, all of the 
stages of the rite of the red heifer are similar in this regard 
and must be performed by a priest. 

Since the red heifer was consecrated, it certainly has 
sanctity and a status no lower than that of items conse- 
crated for Temple maintenance. Despite this, unlike other 
items consecrated for Temple maintenance, it is slaugh- 
tered for a sacred purpose, and therefore many of the laws 
of offerings also apply to it (see Meʻiri). 


Appearances of leprosy — 0833 nixa: When one is af- 
flicted with apparent symptoms of leprosy, a priest ex- 
amines the change in his skin and declares him to be 
either ritually pure or impure. The requirement that this 
declaration be made by a priest is indispensable. Therefore, 
even in a case in which the priests lacked the expertise to 
identify leprosy and a non-priest scholar had to be called 
upon to provide a diagnosis, ultimately, the priest was still 
required to make the formal declaration. Although the 
laws of leprosy are not directly associated with the Temple 
and sacrificial service, they still require the priesthood. 


And he shall burn the heifer in his sight - 7157 ng qW) 
wypyh: The Ritva asks: Why does Shmuel not derive from 

the phrase “in his sight” that a priest does not need to do 

the actual burning in the same way in which the Gemara 

above derived the phrase “before him,” to indicate that a 

priest does not need to do the actual slaughtering, just ob- 
serve it. See the Ritva who provides an answer for Shmuel. 
However, of note is that in the Sifrei the phrase is indeed 

expounded on in this way. 
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The Gemara comments: Conclude that it is Rav who said that if 
the heifer is slaughtered by a non-priest it is invalid, as Rabbi 
Zeira said: The slaughter of the heifer by a non-priest is invalid. 
And Rav said concerning this statement of Rabbi Zeira: This is 
because we learned in the Torah’s description of the slaughter of 
the red heifer both “Elazar the priest” (Numbers 19:3) and “statute” 
(Numbers 19:2). Because Elazar is mentioned, it indicates the 
slaughter should be performed by a priest, and the use of the term 
“statute” teaches that one may not deviate from any of the details of 
the service as delineated in the verses; if one does deviate, the ser- 
vice is invalid. Clearly then, Rav held that if the heifer is slaughtered 
by a non-priest it is invalid. 


The Gemara analyzes Rav’s opinion: And according to Rav, what is 
different with regard to the red heifer, that if it is slaughtered by a 
non-priest it is invalid? As Rav explained, it is different in that, with 
regard to it, it is written “Elazar” and “statute.” But with regard to 
the bull of the High Priest it is also written “Aaron” the High Priest 
(Leviticus 16:11) and “statute” (Leviticus 16:34). Based on Rav’s 
logic, that indicates that the priest is indispensable. 


The Gemara explains: The slaughter of the bull by a non-priest is 
valid because slaughtering is not classified as a sacrificial service; 
therefore, it does not have to be done by a priest. The Gemara chal- 
lenges this answer: If so, by the same logic, the red heifer should 
also be valid when slaughtered by a non-priest. The Gemara con- 
cludes: The logic that slaughtering is not classified as a sacrificial 
service does not apply in the case of the red heifer because the red 
heifer is different. It has the sanctity of items consecrated for 
Temple maintenance,’ and therefore the principles that apply to 
other offerings do not necessarily apply to it. 


But is it not arguable, by an a fortiori inference, that the slaughter 
of the red heifer by a non-priest is valid? If the slaughter of the bull 
of the High Priest, which is an actual offering, is valid when per- 
formed by a non-priest, then all the more so the slaughter of the red 
heifer, which is not an offering, should be valid when similarly 
performed by a non-priest. Rav Shisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The 
slaughter by of the red heifer a non-priest is invalid. The halakha is 
just as in the case of appearances of leprosy," which, despite their 
not being a sacrificial service, still require the priesthood. Only a 
priest may declare the signs of leprosy to be pure or impure. It is 
apparent from this case that the logic of the a fortiori inference does 
not hold. 


The Gemara analyzes Shmuel’s opinion: And according to Shmuel, 
who said that if a non-priest slaughters the bull of the High Priest 

it is invalid, what is different with regard to his bull that this is the 

halakha? Itis different in that, with regard to it, it is written “Aaron,” 
indicating that a priest is required, and “statute,” indicating that the 
requirements of the Yom Kippur service are indispensable. But with 
regard to the red heifer it is also written: “Elazar” and “statute” 
which by the same logic should indicate the need for a priest is in- 
dispensable. The Gemara concludes: It is different there as it is 

written: “And he shall slaughter it before him” (Numbers 19:3), 
i.e, in front of Elazar, which suggests that it could be that a non- 
priest slaughters and Elazar watches. 


And Rav, who assumes the slaughter is performed by the priest 
himself, how does he interpret the phrase: “Before him”? He under- 
stands it to mean that he should not divert his attention from the 
heifer from the moment of slaughtering until the completion of the 
process. As with other matters of purification, one is required to 
maintain his attention on the matter; any distraction can invalidate 
the process. And from where does Shmuel, who already derived 
something from this verse, derive that he should not divert his 
attention from it? He derives it from the verse: “And he shall burn 
the heifer in his sight” (Numbers 19:5)." 
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And what does Rav learn from this verse? He holds that one verse 
is needed to teach the requirement to maintain one’s attention 
with regard to slaughtering, and one verse is needed to teach the 
requirement with regard to burning. 


And it is necessary to have the requirement stated in both cases 
since, if the Merciful One had written it only with regard to 
slaughtering, I might have limited the requirement to that case 
because it is the start of the Temple service; but with regard to 
burning, I could say that no, there is no requirement. Therefore, it 
is necessary to teach the requirement also in the case of burning. 
And if the Merciful One had written the requirement only with 
regard to burning, I might have limited it to that case, because it 
is now that the heifer is actually being made ready to be used; but 
with regard to slaughtering, I could say that no, there is no require- 
ment. Therefore, it is necessary to teach the requirement also in that 
case. 


As the requirement is mentioned with regard to two stages of the 
rite of the red heifer, this suggests that it does not exist for every 
stage. Therefore, the Gemara asks: It is written this way in order to 
exclude what stage? If we say, to exclude from the requirement the 
stages of gathering its ashes and filling the water for sanctification, 
i.e. taking the water in order to pour it on the ashes and mix them 
together, 


this is mistaken because: “And it shall be kept for the congregation 
of the children of Israel for a water of sprinkling” (Numbers 19:9) 
was written, and the use of the term “shall be kept” indicates that 
one must maintain attention even during these stages. Rather, it is 
to exclude from the requirement the stage of casting the cedar 
wood, and the hyssop, and the strip of crimson into the fire. The 
requirement does not apply to this stage, as they do not pertain to 
the heifer itself. 


An amoraic dispute was stated with regard to the slaughter of the 
red heifer by a non-priest: Rabbi Ami said: It is valid. And Rabbi 
Yitzhak Nappaha said: It is invalid. Ulla said: It is valid, but some 
say that he said: It is invalid. 


Rabbi Yehoshua bar Abba raised an objection to the opinion of 
Shmuel that the slaughter is valid, thereby providing a support for 
opinion of Rav, who holds that it is invalid: I have a derivation only 
with regard to the sprinkling of the red heifer’s waters, that they 
are not valid if sprinkled by a woman as opposed to when sprinkled 
by a man, and that the sprinkling is valid only during the day. The 
verse states: “And the pure one shall sprinkle upon the impure on 
the third day” (Numbers 19:19). The use of the terms “pure one,” in 
the masculine form, and “day,” indicate that the sprinkling is valid 
only if performed by a man during the day. 


From where is it derived to include the following stages among 

those stages that must be performed by a man during the day in 

order to be valid: Its slaughter; and the collection of its blood; and 

the sprinkling ofits blood; and its burning; and the casting of the 

cedar wood, and the hyssop, and the strip of crimson into the fire? 

The verse states: “Law” (Numbers 19:2), at the beginning of the 

section on the red heifer, to indicate that the same rules govern all 

stages of the rite." As such, I might have thought that I should in- 
clude even the collection of its ashes, and the filling of waters," 

and the sanctification. Therefore, the verse states: “This is the law” 
(Numbers 19:2). The word this limits the scope of the requirement 

that the rite must be performed by a man and during the day from 

applying to these stages. 


HALAKHA 

The preparation of the red heifer — man nwy: The 
preparation of the ashes of the red heifer, from the 
initial slaughter until its burning, must be performed 
by a male priest in order to be valid; participation of a 
woman invalidates it. This ruling is in accordance with 
the baraita and the opinion of Rav, as the halakha is 
ruled in accordance with his opinion in ritual matters 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:17, and 
in the comment of the Kesef Mishne). 


Collection of its ashes and the filling of waters — 
on nbn ADK NDDK: Collection of the ashes and fill- 
ing of water may be performed even by a non-priest 

ora woman. However, a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and 

a minor are unfit to perform the rite (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 6:2). 
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HALAKHA 

Sprinkling the purification waters — nxwn 1 nxi: The 
sprinkling of the purification waters of the red heifer may 
be performed by any male, even a non-priest or minor. 
However, it may not be done by a woman, a person 
whose sexual organs are concealed, a hermaphrodite, a 
deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor who is still unaware 
of his actions (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 
10:6). 


The slaughter of the red heifer - manx 715 NWN: 
Acommon priest may slaughter the red heifer. This is also 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in a mishna in Para. Although 
the Rabbis dispute Rabbi Yehuda's opinion in the mishna 
there, it appears from the Gemara here, as well as from 
the Sifrei and the Tosefta, that this is the accepted halakha 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:1, and in the 
comment of the Kesef Mishne). 


NOTES 


The conditions implied preclude conditions implied 
by a previous verse, and in other stages the conditions 
implied stand on their own — yawa TA KYI yawn 
xan yawa: Various techniques are employed i in bibli- 
cal hermeneutics. Although usually a particular section 
employs a consistent approach, in some cases, such as 
this one, different methods are used for different verses 
within the same section. In such cases, one must rely on 
the transmitted tradition of how to understand the text 
rather than attempt to derive new halakhot based on 
applying a standard method. 
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And if the word “statute” serves to include all stages in the halakha 
and the word “this” serves to exclude some stages, what did you 
see to include these stages and to exclude those? After noting that 
the verse includes some stages and excludes others, you should 
say the following logical argument: Indeed, we learn all the stages 
from the sprinkling of its waters: Just as the sprinkling of its 
waters is not valid if done by a woman as opposed to when done 
by aman, and it is valid only during the day, so too I will include 
in the same requirement its slaughter; and the collection of 
its blood; and the sprinkling of its blood; and its burning; and 
the casting of the cedar wood, and the hyssop, and the strip of 
crimson. 


Since these stages are not valid if done by a woman as opposed to 
when done by a man, as indicated by the verses that state that they 
are to be done by a serving priest, who by definition is a man, then 
it is logical to also include these cases in the halakha that they are 
valid only during the day. And I exclude the collection of its 
ashes, and the filling of water, and the sanctification, since these 
stages are valid when done by a woman as they are when done by 
aman, as the verses never suggest a requirement that they be done 
by a man. Therefore, it is logical that these stages are valid both 
during the day and during the night. 


Rabbi Yehoshua bar Abba originally cited the baraita to challenge 
Shmuel’s opinion that the slaughter of the red heifer by a non-priest 
is valid. The Gemara asks: And what is the challenge from this 
baraita? If we say that since that these stages are invalid if done by 
a woman one should conclude that they are also invalid if done 
by a non-priest, then let the stage of sprinkling the waters serve 
as a proof that one should not necessarily connect these two hala- 
khot, because the sprinkling is invalid if done by a woman and yet 
valid if done by a non-priest." If so, what was the basis for the 
challenge? 


Abaye said: This is the challenge: With regard to a woman, what 
is the reason she may not perform these stages? The verse states 
“Elazar,” indicating the requirement for a man and not a woman. 
The same logic should also apply to a non-priest: The verse states: 
“Elazar,” indicating the requirement for a priest and not a non- 

priest. 


The Gemara considers other aspects of the rite of the red heifer: 
Ulla said: Throughout the entire passage of the red heifer, certain 
conditions apply to some stages of the rite, but not to others. These 
conditions are derived from the phrasing of the verses. In some 
stages, the conditions implied by the phrasing of the verse pre- 
clude the application of conditions that are implied by a previous 
verse describing a previous stage. A verse describing one stage may 
imply the existence of a certain condition which applies to that 
stage but a verse describing a subsequent stage indicates that that 
condition does not apply to the subsequent stage. However, in 
other stages, the conditions implied by the phrasing of the verse 
stand on their own and continue to apply in subsequent stages," 
i.e., the verses in subsequent stages do not exclude the application 
of the condition derived from the verses in a previous stage. 


The Gemara proceeds to demonstrate Ulla’s claim by expounding 
the verses throughout the passage of the red heifer: The verse states 
with regard to the red heifer: “And you shall give it to Elazar the 
priest and he shall take it out to the outside of the camp, and he 
shall slaughter it before him” (Numbers 19:3). The word “it” implies 
that only that red heifer, i.e., the first one, was to be given to Elazar, 
who was the deputy High Priest, to perform its rite, but that the red 
heifer in future generations does not need to be given to Elazar, 
i.e., to a priest of similar rank. If so, who does perform the rite of 
the red heifer? Some say: In future generations, it should be done 
by the High Priest. And some say: In future generations, it can 
be done even by a common priest." 
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Granted, according to the one who says that in future generations 
it can be done even by a common priest, it works out well, since 
there is no indication to the contrary. But according to the one who 
says that in future generations it should be done by the High Priest, 
from where does he derive this requirement? He derives the halakha 
from the service of Yom Kippur through a verbal analogy between 
the word “statute” (Numbers 19:2) written with regard to the red 
heifer and the word “statute” (Leviticus 16:34)" written with regard 
to the Yom Kippur service: Just as on Yom Kippur the entire service 
is performed by the High Priest, so too, in future generations the rite 
of the red heifer must be done entirely by the High Priest. 


The Gemara expounds the next phrase in the verse: “And he shall 
take it out to the outside of the camp” (Numbers 19:3). The use of 
the word “it” implies that only it should be taken out, but he should 
not take out another heifer with it. As we learned in a mishna: If 
the heifer did not want to go out" by itself, we do not take out a 
black cow with it in order to encourage it to leave, so that people 
will not mistakenly say that they slaughtered the black cow. And 
we do not take out an additional red heifer with it, so that people 
will not mistakenly say that they slaughtered two heifers. Slaughter- 
ing an additional heifer would invalidate the rite, since performing 
any additional labor during the rite of the red heifer disqualifies it. 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: This is not for that reason, rather it is 
due to the fact that it is stated “It,” which implies only one heifer may 
be taken out. 


And even according to the first tanna, is it not written “it”? Why 
does he not derive the halakha from the word “it”? The Gemara ex- 
plains: Who is the first tanna? It is Rabbi Shimon, who interprets 
the rationale for the mitzva in the verse’ and draws halakhic conclu- 
sions based on that interpretation. Therefore, he accepts that the 
halakha is derived from the word “it,” but he also provides a rationale 
for the halakha. If so, what is the practical difference between them? 
The practical difference between them is in a case 


where one took out a donkey with it. According to the first tanna, 
this would be permitted, since there is no concern that people would 
think that the wrong cow or cows were slaughtered. However, accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who maintains that this rationale is ir- 
relevant, even this case would be excluded by the word “it.” 


The Gemara expounds the next phrase in the verse: “And he shall 
slaughter it,’ means that “it,” the red heifer, should be slaughtered 
and that no other should be slaughtered with it." And the next 
phrase: “Before him”; according to Rav, it means that he should 
not divert his attention from it. According to Shmuel, it indicates 
that a non-priest can slaughter it and Elazar the priest observes. 


NOTES 


That no other should be slaughtered wi 


may: Tosafot Yeshanim suggest that this halakha excludes only a 
case in which both animals are slaughtered simultaneously with 
one long knife, but not a case in which one is slaughtered after 


th it- Ins vino? sow the other. Some also suggest that this halakha is necessary only 
in a case in which two red heifers are slaughtered together; but 
if a heifer of a different color is slaughtered together with it, it is 


invalid due to the unrelated labor involved (Gevurat Ari). 


NOTES 

He derives. ..a verbal analogy between statute and 
statute — npn mipan waa: It would appear that everyone 
accepts the existence of this verbal analogy. The only 
dispute is which halakhot should be expounded from 
it. Therefore, the Sifrei teaches that the rite should be 
performed in the white priestly vestments that the High 
Priest wears on Yom Kippur (see Ritva). 


Is it not written “it” — Apis 273 X7: Since the first tanna 
provides a rationale for the halakha, the Gemara initially 
understands that he holds that the halakha is a rabbinic 
decree. However, the Gemara concludes: Since the impli- 
cation of the word “itis so compelling, everyone certainly 
agrees with this derivation, and therefore even the first 
tanna must assume the halakha is a Torah law. He simply 
offers a rationale for it (Tosafot). 


Who interprets the rationale for the mitzva in the 
verse — SIP PAY’ WITT: Certainly, even those who 
disagree with this approach of Rabbi Shimon agree that 
one should interpret the rationale of mitzvot. The dis- 
pute lies in the issue of whether one may draw halakhic 
conclusions based on these interpretations. Those who 
disagree with Rabbi Shimon assume that the halakha 
consistently follows the strict interpretation of the verse 
and not the suggested rationale for it. 


HALAKHA 


If the heifer did not want to go out - AYN ma ANA x 
mex: If the red heifer refuses to go out on its own, nei- 
ther a black cow nor another red cow is taken out with 
it. This is so that people do not say that the second cow 
was slaughtered with it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 4:2). 
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HALAKHA 
A priest in his priestly state — i3033 173: The priest who 
performs the rite of the red heifer wears the four priestly 
garments of the common priest, even if he is himself per- 
forming the actions of a High Priest. This is based on the 
mishna in tractate Para and is brought in the Gemara here 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:12). 
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A restrictive expression following a restrictive expres- 
sion comes only to amplify - Kyy DIP INK DYA PX 
niat: This hermeneutic principle is unrelated to the phe- 
nomenon that occurs in many languages that a double 
negative indicates a positive. In fact, the principle does not 
relate specifically to negative terms such as “but” or “only”; 
rather, it relates to restrictive phrases that limit the scope of 
the halakha. 

In fact, it would appear that this principle is more closely 
related to the principle: Two verses that come for the same 
purpose do not teach. This principle states that if a halakha is 
expressed by the Torah in one specific case, it may be assumed 
that the case was just an example, and one should therefore 
apply the halakha to other cases as well. However, if the halakha 
is expressed with regard to two different cases, the assumption 
is that it applies only in those two specific cases and should not 
be applied elsewhere. Therefore, the principle: Two verses that 
come for the same purpose do not teach, means that if two 
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NOTES 


The Gemara proceeds to expound the next verse: “And Elazar the 
priest shall take some ofits blood with his finger” (Numbers 19:4). 
Whatis indicated by specifying Elazar? According to Shmuel, since 
the phrase “before him” in the previous verse indicates that Elazar 
himself did not need to slaughter the red heifer but that rather a 
non-priest could, it is necessary in this stage to return it to Elazar, 
to indicate that he must himself take the blood with his finger. Ac- 
cording to Rav, this is an example of a restrictive expression fol- 
lowing a restrictive expression, as both verses indicate that the rite 
may be performed only by a priest. And there is a hermeneutical 
principle that a restrictive expression following a restrictive ex- 
pression comes only to amplify" the halakha and include addi- 
tional cases. In this case, it serves to teach that even a common 
priest may perform the rite. 


The Gemara expounds another verse in the same passage: “And the 

priest shall take cedar wood, and hyssop, and a strip of crimson” 
(Numbers 19:6). What is indicated by specifying that this is done 

by the priest? According to Shmuel, who holds that in the previous 

stage the verse stated: “And Elazar the priest” to indicate that Elazar, 
i.e., a deputy High Priest, was required to perform that stage, the use 

of the term “the priest” in this stage indicates that a deputy High 

Priest is no longer required for this stage; rather, even a common 

priest may perform this stage. According to Rav, who holds that 

even in the previous stage a common priest may perform the rite, 
the term “and the priest” is necessary here, as it could enter your 

mind to say that since these stages do not involve the heifer itself, 
they do not require a priest at all. Therefore, the verse teaches us 

that this is not correct. 


The Gemara expounds the next verse: “Then the priest shall wash 

his clothes” (Numbers 19:7). Why is there a need to restate the 

involvement of the priest? To teach that he should be in his priest- 
ly state, i.e., wearing his priestly garments and fit for service. In the 

next phrase of the verse, the involvement of the priest is restated: 

“And the priest shall be impure until evening” (Numbers 19:7). 
This repetition is to teach that even in future generations the rite is 

to be performed only by a priest in his priestly state." 


The Gemara analyzes this derivation according to the two sides of 
the dispute the Gemara cited previously: It works out well accord- 
ing to the one who said that for future generations the rite of the 

red heifer may be performed by a common priest. It is therefore 

understandable that the verse emphasizes that the priest has to 

perform the rite in his priestly state. But according to the one who 

said that for future generations it must be performed by a High 

Priest, now that we require the High Priest, is it necessary to 

mention that he must be in his priestly state? Yes, sometimes there 

is a matter that could be derived by means of an a fortiori inference, 
and the verse nevertheless unnecessarily writes it explicitly." 


verses teach the same halakha, that halakha is not applied to 


additional cases. 


The principle: A restrictive expression following a restric- 
ive expression comes only to amplify the halakha, follows a 
f the Torah states a halakha and then writes a 
single restrictive expression that concerns that halakha, it is 
the expression was written to limit the scope of 
However, once there are two restrictive expres- 
sions, it seems that the expressions are not written to limit the 
scope, as one such expression would suffice for this. Rather, 
he fact that there are two such expressions indicates that they 
are just examples of the halakha and so should not be under- 
stood as coming to limit the scope of the halakha. As such, 
here is no reason not to apply the halakha to additional cases 
hat would have otherwise been excluded had the restrictive 
expressions been understood as coming to limit the scope 


similar logic. 


assumed that 
e halakha. 


of the halakha. 


Based on this understanding, the principle applies only 


when the two restrictive expressions do not themselves teach 
two distinct things. In such a case, both expressions would be 
necessary, and the logic of the principle would fall away (Yad 
Malakhi). 


The verse nevertheless unnecessarily writes it explicitly — 
x ay 403) nW: Some commentators claim that this rule 
holds true with other hermeneutic principles as well, such as 
verbal analogy, juxtaposition, and analogy. With regard to the 
use of this principle for an a fortiori inference, the commenta- 
tors further suggest that there is certainly a good reason for 
the Torah to explicitly state the halakha, either because the 
logic of the a fortiori inference is refutable or because when 
something is written explicitly it carries a certain stringency 
beyond a halakha derived purely by inference (Yad Malakhi). 
Some note that the principle is never applied in a case where 
the text seems repetitive or verbose. In such a case, it is clear 
that there is something to be derived from it (Ritva). 
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The Gemara expounds another verse in the passage: “And a man 

who is pure shall gather up the ashes of the heifer and place them” 
(Numbers 19:9). The verse states “a man” to qualify a non-priest 

to perform this stage of the rite. The verse states “pure” to qualify 

even a woman to perform this stage. The verse states “and place” to 

indicate that only one who has the basic level of intelligence to be 

able to intentionally place the ashes in their place is qualified to do 

so, thereby excluding a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor,’ 

since they do not have the basic level of intelligence to be able to 

intentionally place the ashes in their place. 


The Gemara prefaces its exposition of another verse in the passage, 
which details the sanctification of the ashes of the red heifer, by 
citing a dispute concerning that stage: We learned in a mishna there, 
in tractate Para: Everyone is qualified to sanctify" the ashes of the 
red heifer, i.e., to pour the water over them, except for a deaf-mute, 
an imbecile, and a minor. Rabbi Yehuda qualifies a minor, but 
disqualifies a woman and a hermaphrodite. 


What is the reason of the Rabbis, i.e., the first tanna? As it is writ- 
ten: “And they shall take for the impure of the ashes of the burn- 
ing of the purification from sin, and he shall put running water 
thereto in a vessel” (Numbers 19:17). The word “they” is understood 
as referring to those who perform the previous stage of gathering 
the ashes. The verse therefore indicates: Those whom I disqualified 
for you for gathering the ashes, I have disqualified for you also 
for sanctification; and those whom I have qualified for you for 
gathering the ashes, I have qualified for you for sanctification. 


And why does Rabbi Yehuda not accept this reasoning? If so, let 
the verse say: And he shall take. What is the meaning of “and they 
shall take”? The use of the plural serves to qualify additional people 
who were excluded from the previous stage. It means that with 
regard to even a minor, who I disqualified there with regard to 
collecting the ash, here, with regard to sanctification, he is qualified. 


From where does Rabbi Yehuda derive that a woman is unfit? The 
verse states “and he shall put” and not: And she shall put. How 
do the Rabbis interpret this verse? They assume that if the Merciful 
One had written: And he shall take... and he shall put, I would 
have said the rite is not valid unless one person takes and the 
same one puts" the ashes in the water. Therefore, the Merciful 
One writes “and they shall take” to indicate that the taking and the 
putting need not necessarily be executed by the same individual. 


And if the Merciful One had written two plural forms such as: And 
they shall take... and they shall put," I would have said the rite is 
not valid unless two people take and two people put. Therefore, 
the Merciful One writes “and they shall take” and “and he shall 
put” (Numbers 19:17), to indicate that even if two take and one 
puts the rite is nevertheless valid. 


The Gemara continues to expound the verses: “And a man who is 
pure shall take hyssop and dip it into the water” (Numbers 19:18). 
According to the Rabbis, who hold that the sanctification of the 
ashes in the previous stage may be performed by woman but not a 
minor, the word “man” indicates that for this stage, the taking and 
dipping of hyssop, only a man is qualified but not a woman, and the 
word “pure” is written to qualify even a minor for this stage. And 
according to Rabbi Yehuda, who holds the previous stage may be 
performed by a minor but not by a woman, the word man indicates 
that for this stage only an adult is qualified but not a minor, and the 
word pure is written to qualify even a woman for this stage. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna in tractate Para: 
Everyone is qualified to sprinkle" the purification waters, except 
for a person whose sexual organs are concealed [tumtum], and 
a hermaphrodite [androginus],\° and a woman. And concerning 
a minor who has a basic level of intelligence, a woman may 
assist him and he sprinkles the purification waters. The mishna 
disqualifies a woman for the sprinkling but qualifies a minor. 


NOTES 


A deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor - Aviv win 
jopr: A minor differs from the imbecile and deaf-mute. 
His disqualification is by definition temporary; when he 
achieves majority, he will become qualified. However, the 
disqualification of an imbecile and a deaf-mute is by na- 
ture absolute. If they were to be cured of their afflictions, 
their situation would be considered entirely new and not 
naturally born out of their previous one (Josafot Yeshanim). 


The verse states, and he shall put, and not, and she shall 
put = man K 1121: The inference is not based on the use 
of the masculine form of the verb, since the entire Torah is 
written using masculine forms and women are certainly 
included in many of those instances. The inference here 
is based on the shift in language from the plural to the 
singular, which serves to emphasize the masculine form 
(see Tosafot; Tosafot Yeshanim; Gevurat Ari). 


Unless one person takes and the same one puts - “Y 
In DN In pws: Some suggest that this teaching indi- 
cates that it is sufficient for one to do both. However, unlike 
many other cases, if these actions are performed by two 
people together, they are not invalidated (see Gevurat Ari; 
Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


HALAKHA 
Everyone is qualified to sanctify — wap) pws Son: Every- 
one is qualified to sanctify the purification waters except 
for a deaf-mute, an imbecile and a minor (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 6:2). 


And they shall take...and they shall put - aan... : 
The one who fills the water to sanctify the heifer’s ashes 
need not be the same individual who sanctifies the water 
or who sprinkles it. Each step may be performed by a 
different individual (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 10:1). 


Everyone is qualified to sprinkle — mad pws Son: 
Everyone is qualified to sprinkle the purification waters 
except for the following: A woman, a person whose sexual 
organs are concealed, a hermaphrodite, a deaf-mute, an 
imbecile, and a minor who does not have a basic level 
intelligence. A minor who has intelligence is qualified 
to sprinkle the waters if a woman assists him, as long as 
she does not grasp his hand during the actual sprinkling 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 10:6). 


LANGUAGE 
Hermaphrodite [androginus] — Di»: From the Greek 
àvõpóyvvoç, androgunos, a composite expression mean- 
ing man-woman. 


BACKGROUND 

A person whose sexual organs are concealed [tumtum] 
and a hermaphrodite — piim) Dwa: These are two 
instances in which the primary and secondary gender 
signs of an individual are found in irregular forms, and it is 
not clear biologically or halakhically what their gender is. 
A tumtum has no external signs of gender at all, although 
whether the individual is male or female might become 
apparent later in life when certain developmental changes 
take place. A hermaphrodite on the other hand, has both 
male and female sexual organs. 
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NOTES 


Pure, which by inference suggests that initially he was ritu- 
ally impure - xay sny Yoon aït: This halakhic midrash has 
been interpreted in several ways. According to Rashi, the Torah's 
identification of the individual as pure suggests that he had only 
just emerged from his state of impurity. The Ritva takes a similar 
approach and claims that he was impure until this moment but 
is now pure. The Sifreiemploys a verbal analogy from other cases, 
such as tithes, where the term pure is expounded to indicate 
a case where one has immersed that day. The Rashba argues 
that identifying him as pure implies that he is pure only to the 
slightest degree and may not be completely pure. This is the 
status of one who has immersed that day. Others explain that 
this is a case of one restrictive expression after another. Because 
the Torah uses the term pure twice, it includes people who are 
in fact not thoroughly pure, e.g., those who have begun the 
purification process. 


Tanna — xan: The tanna referred to here is not a Sage from 
the tannaitic period. Rather, the term is referring to those who 
memorized large numbers of mishnayot and baraitot to be able 
to quote them for the Sages who were engaged in analysis. Oc- 
casionally, the Sage had to emend the versions of these baraitot 
that had become corrupted or that represented minority opin- 
ions that had been rejected. 


HALAKHA 
One who immersed that day with regard to the red heifer - 
ma ov bray: One who immersed that day is qualified to partici- 
pate in any step of the rite of the red heifer, including sanctifying 
the water and sprinkling it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 1:13). 
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And Rabbi Yehuda does not disagree. The mishna implies that 
even he agrees with the mishna’s ruling. 


Abaye said: Since the Master, i.e., Ulla, said: In some stages, the 
conditions implied by the phrasing of the verse precludes the 
application of conditions that are implied by a previous verse 
describing a previous stage, whereas in other stages, the condi- 
tions implied by the phrasing of the verse stand on their own 
and also apply in subsequent stages. Since it is clear from the 
opinion of the Rabbis that the verse describing the taking and 
dipping of hyssop is to be understood as indicating a change of 
conditions, perforce Rabbi Yehuda must also assume that there 
is a change in conditions, as explained above. Therefore, he 
certainly disagrees with the mishna’s ruling, even though his 
dissenting opinion is not recorded in the mishna. 


The Gemara expounds the next verse: “And the pure one shall 
sprinkle upon the impure” (Numbers 19:19). The previous 
verse already states that the one who sprinkles must be ritually 
pure. This requirement is repeated here to make the following 
inference: He is pure, which by inference suggests that initially 
he was ritually impure" and has now removed that impurity. 
This fact is significant only if the reference is to a person who has 
still not completed his purification process. As such, the repeti- 
tion of the requirement that the one who sprinkles be pure 
teaches about one who immersed that day, that he is qualified 
to sprinkle the waters in the rite of the red heifer." This is one 
who was rendered ritually impure with a type of ritual impurity 
from which he will become fully ritually pure only upon nightfall. 


Rabbi Asi said: When Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish ana- 
lyzed the passage of the red heifer to try to identify a consistent 
pattern in the way the implied conditions should be understood, 
i.e., when they exist to preclude conditions implied in previous 

stages, and when they imply conditions that remain in force in 

subsequent stages. They brought up from it only as the amount 

of earth that the fox brings up’ from a plowed field, meaning 

that they reached few conclusions. Rather, they said in conclu- 
sion that in some verses the conditions implied by the phrasing 

of the verse preclude the application of conditions that are im- 
plied by a previous verse; whereas in other verses, the conditions 

implied by the phrasing of the verse stand on their own and 

apply also in subsequent verses. However, there is no obvious 

pattern of how to determine which verse employs which style. 


A tanna" who would recite baraitot in the study hall recited a 
baraita before Rabbi Yohanan: All slaughterings are valid if 
performed by anon-priest, except that of the red heifer. Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: Go out and teach that baraita outside the 
house of study, but not inside, as it is incorrect. We have not 
found any case of a slaughtering by a non-priest that is invalid. 


As the amount of earth that the fox brings up — p= *x123 
xbyn:The fox’s footprints are small, since it walks on the ends of 
its toes, and because it is a light animal with swift movements, 
the prints it leaves are faint. Therefore, as a fox walks it unearths 
only a small amount of soil. 
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The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Yohanan was very convinced 
of this. Needless to say that he did not listen to that tanna, 
but he did not even listen to his own teacher, who maintained 
the same opinion as cited by the tanna, as Rabbi Yohanan said 
in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yehotzadak: The slaughter- 
ing of the red heifer by a non-priest is invalid. Rabbi Yohanan 
added: And I say it is valid, for we have not found any case of a 
slaughtering by a non-priest that is invalid. 


The mishna states: The High Priest comes and stands next to his 
bull a second time and confesses: Please God, I have sinned...I 
and my family and the children of Aaron, your sacred people. The 
Gemara asks: What is different about the first confession that 
he made over the bull, in which he did not say: And the children 
of Aaron, your sacred people, and what is different about the 
second confession in which he said: And the children of Aaron, 
your sacred people? 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: That is the method to 
which the attribute of justice lends itself: Better that an inno- 
cent person should come and gain atonement on behalf of the 
guilty, and a guilty person should not come and gain atonement 
on behalf of another guilty person. At the first confession, the 
High Priest has still not achieved atonement for himself. Therefore, 
it is more appropriate for him to wait until the second confession 
to seek atonement for the priesthood. 


MI S H N A The High Priest would slaughter the bull" 


and receive its blood in a bowl, and give 
it to the one who stirs it." The stirrer would stand on the fourth 
row’ of tiles in the Sanctuary and stir the blood lest it coagulate 
while the High Priest sacrificed the incense. He would take a coal 
pan and ascend to the top of the altar and clear the upper layer 
of coals to this side and to that side and with the coal pan scoop 
up coals from among the inner, consumed coals. And he would 
then descend and place the coal pan with the coals on the fourth 
row of tiles in the Temple courtyard. 


The mishna comments on some of the contrasts between the 
service and protocols followed on Yom Kippur and those followed 
throughout the rest of the year: On every other day, a priest 
would scoop up the coals with a coal pan made of silver and pour 
the coals from there into a coal pan of gold. But on this day, on 
Yom Kippur, the High Priest scoops up with a coal pan of gold, 
and with that coal pan he would bring the coals into the Holy of 
Holies." 


On every other day, a priest scoops up the coals with a coal pan 
of four kav and pours the coals into a coal pan of three kav. But 
on this day, the High Priest scoops with one of three kav, and 
with it he would bring the coals into the Holy of Holies. Rabbi 
Yosei says a variation of this distinction: On every other day, a 
priest scoops up the coals with a coal pan ofa se‘a, which is six kav 
and then pours the coals into a coal pan of three kav. But on this 
day, the High Priest scoops with a coal pan of three kav, and with 
it he would bring the coals into the Holy of Holies. 


On every other day, the coal pan was heavy." But on this day it 
was light, so as not to tire the High Priest. On every other day, its 
handle was short, but on this day it was long so that he could 
also use his arm to support its weight. On every other day, it was 
of greenish gold, but on this day it was of a red gold. These are 
the statements of Rabbi Menahem. 


On every other day, a priest sacrificed a peras, half a maneh, of 
incense in the morning, and a peras in the afternoon, but on this 
day the High Priest adds an additional handful of incense and 
burns it in the Holy of Holies. On every other day, the incense 
was ground fine as prescribed by the Torah, but on this day it was 
superfine. 


NOTES 

The High Priest would slaughter the bull - iom: The High 
Priest acts in the same way as he does with the daily offering, 
in that he only begins the slaughter and a second priest com- 
pletes it. Although this is not mentioned explicitly here, it is 
obvious: If such a procedure is followed for the daily offering, 
which is a sheep and whose slaughter takes little exertion, 
then certainly for the bull on Yom Kippur, when the High Priest 
must be careful not to overly exert himself, he will also follow 
the same procedure (Rid; see Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Stirs it - 12 Daa: The Rambam explains that this is achieved 
by swishing the bowl around so that the blood spins around 
but the bowl does not, in order that the blood not coagulate. 
The bowl was constructed in such a way that it would tip if it 


were put down by the priest, which would make the blood 
spill. This was done to ensure it would not be placed in a sta- 
tionary position, which would cause the blood to clot. 


! 
t 
È 


Bowl for receiving blood 


The fourth row — 99291 Tayy: Rabbi Elyakim suggests this is 
the fourth step leading to the Sanctuary. 


And with that coal pan he would bring the coals into the 
Holy of Holies — 1312 91957 A: Generally, the High Priest does 
not bring anything gold into the Holy of Holies. This is due to 
the principle: The prosecutor cannot be counsel for defense. 
The children of Israel used their gold in order to sin in the 
incident of the Golden Calf. Gold therefore became associ- 
ated with that sin and its presence, so to speak, recalls their 
sin. Therefore, it is inappropriate to use it in order to achieve 
atonement. However, this principle applies only to the gar- 
ments of the High Priest, which themselves effect atonement. 
It does not preclude the use of a gold coal pan or other gold 
items used inside the Holy of Holies. 


On every other day, the coal pan was heavy — Ant of boa 
ipa: The coal pan was heavy because it was made from thick 
metal, so that it would not wear away through constant use. 


HALAKHA 
The slaughter of the bull - 157 nwnw: The High Priest 
slaughters the bull and collects its blood. He gives the blood 
toa priest, who stirs it to prevent it from coagulating. He hands 
the bowl in which he received the blood to a priest standing 
onto the fourth row of tiles outside the Sanctuary. The High 
Priest then takes the coal pan and scoops coals off the altar 
from the western side. He descends and places the coal pan on 
the row that is in the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 41). 
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HALAKHA 

Changes in the Yom Kippur service - of Ntiaya paw 
wna: On every other day, the High Priest sanctifies his 
hands and feet from the laver; on Yom Kippur he uses a 
golden flask. On every other day the priests ascend the altar 
on the eastern side of the ramp and descend on the western 
side; on Yom Kippur they ascend and descend in the middle 
of the ramp. On every other day the priest who is privileged 
to scoop the coals uses a silver coal pan and pours the coals 
into one made of gold; on Yom Kippur the High Priest scoops 
the coals with a golden coal pan. The silver coal pan was 
heavy, but the gold pan was light. The silver coal pan had a 
short handle, but the gold one had along handle (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:5). 


The arrangements of wood on the altar - by niswad 
nayan: On every other day there were three arrangements 
of wood on the altar, but on Yom Kippur there were four, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in his dispute 
with Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 2:5). 


Perek IV 
Daf4a4 Amuda 


NOTES 


From where do | derive Shiloh and the Eternal House - 
pn Diy ma mow: Tosafot note that usually the Gemara 

does not seek an independent source to demonstrate that 
halakhot that applied to the Tabernacle apply equally to the 

Temple. Indeed, in many places in the Bible, the Temple is 

itself referred to as a Tabernacle and vice versa. It is generally 
assumed that what holds true for one holds true for the other. 
evertheless, when dealing with halakhot based on the 

sanctity of a specific place, an independent source is needed 

o demonstrate that a given halakha applies to the various 

holy places. In this respect, the Temple is distinct from the 

Tabernacle in Shiloh and all the more so from the Tabernacle 

in the desert (see Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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On every other day, priests ascend on the eastern side of the 
ramp and descend on its western side, but on this day the High 
Priest ascends in the middle of the ramp and descends in the 
middle. Rabbi Yehuda says: There was no difference in this re- 
gard. Even during the rest of the year, the High Priest always as- 
cends in the middle ofthe ramp and descends in the middle, due 
to his eminence. 


On every other day, the High Priest sanctifies his hands and his 
feet from the laver like the other priests, and on this day he 
sanctifies them from the golden flask, due to the eminence of the 
High Priest. Rabbi Yehuda says there was no difference in this 
regard. Even during the rest of the year, the High Priest always 
sanctifies his hands and his feet from the golden flask." 


On every other day there were four arrangements of wood there, 
upon the altar, but on this day there were five; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yosei says: On every other day there 

were three, but on this day there were four. Rabbi Yehuda says: 

On every other day there were two, but on this day there were 

three." 


GEMARA The mishna states that the blood of the 


bull is stirred by a priest standing on the 
fourth row of tiles in the Sanctuary, while the High Priest sacri- 
fices the incense in the Holy of Holies. The Gemara asks: But is it 
not written “And there shall be no man in the Tent of Meeting 
when he goes in to make atonement in the Sanctuary, until he 
comes out” (Leviticus 16:17). How then could the stirrer be stand- 
ing in the Sanctuary? Rav Yehuda said: Emend and teach the 
mishna as saying: The fourth row of tiles of the Sanctuary, i.e., 
outside the Sanctuary on the fourth row from its entrance. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And there shall 

be no man in the Tent of Meeting when he goes in to make atone- 
ment in the Sanctuary, until he comes out.” The verse prohibits 

anyone to be inside the Tent of Meeting during the burning of the 

incense. 


I might have thought nobody should be present, even in the 
Temple courtyard. Therefore, the verse states “in the Tent of 
Meeting,” limiting the prohibition to the Temple itself. I have 
derived only that a prohibition exists in the Tent of Meeting of 
the Tabernacle that was in the desert, from where do I derive that 
the prohibition applies also to the Tabernacle that stood in Shiloh, 
and that it applies also to the Eternal House," i.e., the Temple in 
Jerusalem? The verse states “in the Sanctuary,’ indicating that 
the prohibition applies to any Sanctuary. 


I have derived only that a prohibition exists during the burning 

of the incense; from where do I derive that the prohibition applies 

also during the presentations of the bull’s blood in the Holy of 
Holies? The verse states: “When he goes in to make atonement,” 
and atonement is achieved through the presentations of blood. I 

have derived only that a prohibition exists from the time of his 

entrance into the Holy of Holies; from where is it derived that 

the prohibition remains in force until his exit? The verse states: 

“Until he comes out.”" 


HALAKHA 


Removing oneself during the inner service - nywa nw 
05 nitiay: Every day, during the burning of the incense, 
all priests vacated the entire Sanctuary area as well as the 
area between the Entrance Hall and the altar, until the priest 
burning the incense exited. Similarly on Yom Kippur, those 
same areas were empty of people when the High Priest 
went into the Sanctuary to sprinkle blood of the sin-offering 


there. However, only the Sanctuary itself had to be empty 
when the High Priest entered the Holy of Holies to burn 
incense; the area between the Entrance Hall and altar was 
not off limits then. This follows the details presented in the 
mishnayot and baraitot cited in the Gemara here (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:3, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 4:2). 
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The baraita concludes by expounding the final part of the verse: 
“And have made atonement for himself, and for his household, 
and for all the assembly of Israel” (Leviticus 16:17). This teaches 
that his atonement precedes the atonement of his household;" 
the atonement of his household precedes that atonement of 
his brethren, the priests; the atonement of his brethren, the 
priests, precedes the atonement of the entire community of 

Israel. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: The Master said in the baraita: 
I have derived only that a prohibition exists during the burning 
of the incense. From where in the verse could this have been in- 
ferred? Rava said, and similarly Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi said, 
and similarly Rabbi Elazar said: The conclusion of that verse 

states: “And have made atonement for himself, and for his 

household, and for all the assembly of Israel.” Which act of 
atonement is the same for him, and for his household, and 

for his brethren, the priests, and for the entire community of 
Israel? You must say this is the burning of the incense. 


Does incense effect atonement? The Torah mentions the con- 
cept of atonement only with regard to offerings. Yes, as Rabbi 
Hananya teaches in a baraita: We learned of the incense that it 
effects atonement, as it is stated: “And he put on the incense 
and made atonement for the people” (Numbers 17:12). And the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: For what does incense effect 
atonement? For slander. And why is that? Let something that 
is done in secret," i.e., the incense, which is burned in seclusion 
within the Sanctuary, come and effect atonement for an act 
done in secret, i.e., slander, which is generally said in private. 


We learned in a mishna there: They remove themselves from the 
area between the Entrance Hall and the altar during the burn- 
ing of the incense. Rabbi Elazar said: They taught that this is 
true only during the burning of the incense of the Sanctuary, 
but during the burning of the incense in the innermost chamber, 
i.e., the Holy of Holies, people are required to remove themselves 
only from the Sanctuary. They do not need to remove them- 
selves from the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar." 


Rav Adda bar Ahava raised an objection to Rabbi Elazar’s opin- 
ion from a baraita, and some say it unattributed:" Rabbi Yosei 
says: Just as they remove themselves from the area between the 
Entrance Hall and the altar during the burning of the incense, 
they similarly remove themselves during the blood presenta- 
tions of the bull of the anointed priest, i.e., of the High Priest, 
which he brings if he issues an erroneous halakhic ruling and 
acts upon it; and also during the blood presentations of the bull 
for an unwitting communal sin brought if the Sanhedrin issues 
an erroneous halakhic ruling and the community acts upon it; 
and also during the blood presentations of the goats of idol wor- 
ship brought for an inadvertent communal transgression of idol 
worship. 


The baraita continues: If so, what higher standard is applicable 
to the Sanctuary relative to the area between the Entrance Hall 
and the altar? Only that those in the Sanctuary remove them- 
selves both during the incense burning and also during the 
blood presentations, which is not during the incense burning. 
Those who are in the area between the Entrance Hall and the 
altar remove themselves only during the incense burning but 
not during the blood presentations. 


The Gemara explains the challenge: In any case, it is evident from 
the baraita that during the incense burning they do remove 
themselves. What, is it not referring to during the burning of the 
incense of the innermost chamber, i.e., the Holy of Holies? This 
would contradict Rabbi Elazar’s opinion. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


His atonement precedes the atonement of his house- 
hold — inva mab nati inga: This is true only of the 
confession but not of the offerings, as there was no 
unique offering that was brought to atone just for the 
High Priest, or his household, or the priesthood; however, 
he did make three discrete confessions (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Something that is done in secret - *KWNAaw 327: 
Although the sprinkling of the bload inside the Sanctuary 
was also done in secret, it was accompanied by the count- 
ing. The priest said: One, one and one, etc. The incense was 
burned in silence (Josafot Yeshanim; Ritva). Other sources 
suggest that it was the tunic that atoned for slander be- 
cause it made noise, as does slander. It is possible that 
the different sources discuss different types of slander, 
slander exchanged privately and slander spoken publicly 
(see Gevurat Ari). 


The burning of the incense of the innermost chamber - 
D3 2397 MPT: What is the rationale for Rabbi Elazar’s 
distinction? Why did the Sages not decree that it should 
also be prohibited to be present in the area between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar during the burning of the 
incense inside the Holy of Holies, as is indeed prohibited 
during the burning of the incense in the Sanctuary? Surely, 
the burning of incense in the Holy of Holies has greater 
sanctity and should be treated more seriously. Some sug- 
gest that it is in fact desirable to have priests in close prox- 
imity to the High Priest when he burns the incense, lest he 
behave like a Sadducee during the service (Ritva). Another 
possibility maintains that there is no need to extend the 
prohibition because the reverence the priests accord to 
Yom Kippur as well as to the Holy of Holies will certainly 
prevent them from moving any closer (Siah Yitzhak). Oth- 
ers point out that burning incense on the golden altar 
was a daily occurrence and hence subject to a decree. 
However, burning the incense inside on Yom Kippur was 
too infrequent to justify issuing an independent decree 
(Gevurat Ari). 


And some say it unattributed [kedi] — 13 ay AN: This 
phrase appears in several places in the Gemara. Rashi in 
some places explains that some people believe that Kadi 
was the name of a Sage. However, it seems that the term 
generally indicates a lack, as in the phrase bikhdi, meaning 
in vain. Its usage here therefore indicates that the teaching 
is being reported anonymously (Josafot Yeshanim; Meiri). 
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Perek IV 
Daf44 Amud b 


NOTES 


The higher standards are defined by Torah law — nibyn 
sitet: The mishna in Kelim 1:8 delineates the different 


areas of the Temple, their increasing degrees of sanc 


and the people and items of different levels of purity 


hat may enter or be brought into each area. Accordi 
o some authorities, some of the areas are defined by 


still others were defined by the Sages. Some suggest t 


ng 
he 


Torah while others were transmitted to Moses from Sinai; 


nat 


he division between the areas is defined by the Torah, 
but the rules of which levels of purity may enter are rab- 


binic (Ramban). Others suggest the opposite is true; 


he 


evels of purity are from the Torah but the distinctions 


governing the different areas are not (Megillat Esther, a 


commentary on the Rambam’s Sefer HaMitzvot). 
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The Gemara defends his opinion: No, it is referring to during the 
burning of the incense of the Sanctuary. The Gemara asks: Ifso, how 
can the baraita say: What higher standard is applicable to the Sanctu- 
ary? This implies that it is superior only with respect to one higher 
standard. Are there not more? Surely, there is this higher standard, 
that whereas the people in the Sanctuary remove themselves both 
during its own, i.e., the Sanctuary’s, incense burning and during the 
incense burning of the innermost chamber, i.e., the Holy of Holies, 
but in the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar they remove 
themselves only during the burning of the incense of the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara explains: This is in fact what the baraita is teaching: It 
is teaching only that those in the Sanctuary remove themselves 
both during the burning of the incense and also during the blood 
presentations, which is not during the burning of the incense; from 
the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar they do not remove 
themselves, 


except during the burning of the incense. 


But there is also this higher standard, that whereas from the Sanctu- 
ary they remove themselves both during its own sanctification, i.e., 
the blood presentations in the Sanctuary, and during the sanctifica- 
tion of the innermost chamber, i.e., the Holy of Holies, but from the 
area between the Entrance Hall and the altar, they remove them- 
selves only during the sanctification of the Sanctuary. Rava said: 
Indeed, there are numerous distinctions, but the baraita teaches only 
one because all the distinctions fit into one category of removal. 


The Gemara continues to analyze the baraita: The Master said in the 
baraita: Just as they remove themselves from the area between the 
Entrance Hall and the altar during the burning of the incense, they 
similarly remove themselves during the blood presentations of the 
bull of the anointed priest; of the bull for an unwitting communal 
sin; and of the goats of idol worship. From where do we derive this? 
Rabbi Pedat said: It is derived by a verbal analogy between the word 
atonement said in connection with those offerings and the word 
atonement from the prohibition on Yom Kippur. 


Rav Aha bar Ahava said: Learn from this that there is a prohibition 
in the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar. The higher stan- 
dards applied to the various areas in the Temple are defined by Torah 
law," and the Sages learned them as a tradition. 


As if it could enter your mind that these standards are defined by 
rabbinic law, what is different about the area between the Entrance 
Hall and the altar that the prohibition applies only there? Perhaps 
other priests would accidentally happen to enter the Sanctuary while 
incense is burning there. But if that is the reason, then the rabbinic 
decree should require that they remove themselves also from the 
entire Temple courtyard, since perhaps they would accidentally 
happen to enter. The fact that the prohibition does not extend to the 
Temple courtyard suggests that the standards are defined by Torah law. 


The Gemara rejects Rav Aha bar Ahava’s reasoning: The prohibition 
could indeed be rabbinic. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to limit it to 
the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar, as follows: Since 
there is nothing that separates it from the Sanctuary, the distinction 
between the two areas is not conspicuous, and therefore people may 
err and enter. But with regard to the Temple courtyard, since there 
is the outer altar that separates the rest of the Temple courtyard from 
the Sanctuary, the distinction between the areas is conspicuous, and 
therefore there is no need to extend the prohibition throughout the 
Temple courtyard. 
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Rava said: Learn from this fact that there is a rabbinic prohibition 
in the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar. The sanctity 
of the Entrance Hall and the sanctity of the Sanctuary is one 
matter, i.e., there they share the same sanctity, and therefore the 
Torah prohibition applies to the Entrance Hall as well. For if it 
could enter your mind to say that these areas have two distinct 
levels of sanctity, it would emerge that the prohibition to be in the 
Entrance Hall is itself a rabbinic decree. But will we arise and 
issue one decree to prevent violation of another decree by pro- 
hibiting being present in the area between the Entrance Hall and 
the altar, lest one enter the Entrance Hall itself? 


The Gemara rejects Rava’s reasoning: No, this would not be a case 
of issuing one decree to prevent violation of another decree, be- 
cause the Entrance Hall and the area between the Entrance Hall 
and the altar share one sanctity. Consequently, any prohibition 
applied to one will certainly also apply to the other. However, the 
Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall have two distinct sanctities. 


§ The mishna states: On every other day, a priest would scoop 
up the coals with a coal pan made of silver and pour the coals from 
there into a coal pan of gold. The Gemara asks: What is the reason 
the gold pan was not used to scoop the coals? The Gemara answers: 
Because the Torah spared the money of the Jewish people." Since 
the pan is worn away with use, it is preferable to use a less expensive 
silver pan. 


§ The mishna continues: But on this day, on Yom Kippur, the 
High Priest scoops up with a coal pan of gold, and with that 
coal pan, he would bring the coals into the Holy of Holies. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason that on Yom Kippur only one 
pan is used? Due to the weakness of the High Priest." He has to 
perform the entire service by himself while fasting; using only one 
pan minimizes his exertion. 


§ The mishna states: On every other day, a priest scoops up the 
coals with a coal pan of four kav and pours the coals into a coal 
pan of three kav. Rabbi Yosei says: On every other day, a priest 
scoops with a coal pan of a sea, which is six kav, and then pours 
the coals into a coal pan of three kav. It was taught in a mishna 
(Tamid 33a): As he poured from a pan of four kav to a pan of three 
kav, a kav of coals" became scattered, and he swept them into 
the canal" that passed through the Temple and ran to the Kidron 
brook. 


It was taught in one baraita: A kav of coals was scattered. And 
it was taught in another baraita: Two kav were scattered. The 
Gemara comments: Granted, this baraita, which teaches that a 
single kav was scattered, is understandable. It is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, the first tanna of the mishna, who 
maintain that coals are poured from a coal pan of four kav to one 
of three. But that baraita, which teaches that two kav of coals were 
scattered, in accordance with whose opinion is it? It is not in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis and not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. According to Rabbi Yosei, three 
kav of coals would have been scattered. 


Rav Hisda said: It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, as it was taught in 
a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, 
says: With a coal pan of two kav he would bring the coals into 
the Holy of Holies. If one accepts the opinion of the Rabbis that 
the coals were scooped with a coal pan of four kav, two kav were 
scattered. 


Rav Ashi said: You can even say that this baraita is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and this is what he is saying: On 
every other day, a priest scooped with a coal pan of a desert se'a, 
which is five Jerusalem kav, and then he poured the coals into a 
coal pan of three Jerusalem kav. Therefore, two kav would be 
scattered.® 


NOTES 
The Torah spared the money of the Jewish people - 77177 
byw by ping by mon: This principle did not prevent the use 
of a ‘gold coal pan on Yom Kippur. Since the gold pan was 
used only once a year, it did not get worn out quickly and 
was not frequently replaced. Therefore, its cost was considered 
negligible (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


He swept them into the canal - marsh 11a: Rav Nissim 
Gaon asks how the coals could be treated so disrespectfully. 
After all, surely they were sanctified in a sacred vessel. Rab- 
beinu Tam suggests that the extra coals did not achieve a level 
of sanctity because the priest did not intend to sanctify more 
than he needed. Rav Nissim Gaon himself posits that the first 
vessel did not sanctify the coals because it was not a service 
utensil; the coals became sanctified only in the second coal 
pan (see Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). 


HALAKHA 

Due to the weakness of the High Priest — {7133 Kyhn ow 
bins: On every other day, the priest who is privileged to scoop 
the coals uses a coal pan made of silver. He then pours the 
coals into a second coal pan made of gold. On Yom Kippur, 
the High Priest scoops the coals with a gold coal pan, which 
he then takes inside. This helps the High Priest avoid overexer- 
tion during the day (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 2:5). 


A kav of coals - mona ap: If a kav or less of the coals that 
were scooped scatter onto the floor, they are swept into the 
water canal in the Temple. However, it is prohibited to do this 
on Shabbat, since the coals might be extinguished. They are 
instead covered with a utensil called a pesakhter. If more than 
a kav of coals is scattered, the priest scoops the coals again 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:5). 


BACKGROUND 

Desert and Jerusalem units — ninw ninama nima: The 
measurements mentioned in the writings of the Sages are 
based on more than one basic measurement. Practically 
speaking, there are three base measurements: The first is the 
desert unit, which is the smallest. This was used by the Jewish 
people when traveling through the desert. The second, the 
Jerusalem unit, was introduced when Jerusalem was settled 
and one-sixth was added to the desert units. Consequently, 
five Jerusalem kav are approximately six desert kav. The third, 
the Tzippori unit, also known as the Galilean, is bigger than the 
Jerusalem units by a sixth. 
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HALAKHA 
His arm...could assist him — inypn...iyitt Kang: On 
every other day of the year, the handle of the coal pan 
is short. On Yom Kippur it is longer to make the job of 
carrying the coal pan easier, lest the High Priest overexert 
himself and become weak (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:2). 


Perek IV 
Daf45 Amuda 


NOTES 
Resembles the luster of pearls [paz] — -13 maimo: Rashi ex- 
plains the reference is to the luster of pearls. The Jerusalem 
Talmud explains that it looks like the flame of a burning 
splint. According to another interpretation, mofaz is an 
abbreviation of zahav miofaz, meaning gold from a place 
called Ofaz. 


BACKGROUND 


Types of gold — 27133: Pure gold has a dark yellow color 
and is soft and malleable. For practical purposes, such as 
the fashioning of vessels and the like, silver, bronze, and 
other substances must be added to create harder alloys. 
Even the addition of a small amount of a secondary metal 
has a great effect on the color and physical attributes of 
the gold, giving it a range of appearance from silvery white 
to blood red to bright green. 
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§ The mishna states: On every other day, the coal pan was heavy, 
but on this day it was light. It was taught in a baraita: On every 
other day its side was thick but on this day it was soft and thin." On 
every other day its handle was short but on this day it was long. 
What is the reason? So that the arm of the High Priest could assist 
him™ in carrying the coal pan, i.e., he could support the coal pan by 
resting it against his arm rather than bear the entire weight in his hand. 


It was taught in a baraita: On every other day it did not have a 
ring, but on this day it has a ring on the end of the handle, which 
clatters against it and makes a noise in fulfillment of the verse “And 
the sound thereof shall be heard when he goes in to the Sanctuary” 
(Exodus 28:35); this is the statement of the son of the Deputy. 


Q The mishna states: On every other day, it was of greenish gold 
but on this day it was of a red gold." Rav Hisda said: There are 
seven types of gold mentioned in the Bible: Gold, and good gold, 
and gold of Ophir (1 Kings 10:11), and glistering gold (1 Kings 10:18), 
and shahut gold (1 Kings 10:17), and closed gold (1 Kings 10:21), 
and parvayim gold (11 Chronicles 3:6). The Gemara explains the 
reason for these names: There is a distinction between gold and 
good gold, as it is written in the verse: “And the gold of that land 
is good” (Genesis 2:12), which indicates the existence of gold of 
a higher quality. Gold of Ophir is gold that comes from Ophir. 
Glistering [mufaz] gold is so named 


NOTES 


But on this day it was soft and thin — 71 Dim: Since the coal 
pan used on Yom Kippur had a longer handle, had it not been 
made of thinner material it would have been heavier than the 
coal pan used throughout the year (Siah Yitzhak). 


The arm of the High Priest could assist him — y> by iyin 
iny»on bins: The handle extended to his underarm. He could 
therefore support it with his hands and the full length of his 
arm (Meiri). 


Ring [niashtik] — pgx): There are many suggested inter- 
pretations for this. Rashi and several geonim explain that there 
were two rings on it that clattered together when moved. 
The Meiri suggests that the niashtik was a base upon which 


the coal pan was placed. Others suggest that the niashtik was 
a type of sheath that was placed over the coal pan’s handle. 
Because the coals sat on the coal pan for a time, the handle 
naturally became very hot and the sheath protected the priest's 
hand (Tosafot; Tosafot Yeshanim). Some geonim explain that the 
sheath covered the entire coal pan to prevent the coals from 
becoming extinguished. 


Red gold - nity #27: Some suggest the red gold was used 
because it was the most esteemed of the various types of 
gold, which is why it appears last in Rav Hisda’s list (Me'iri). 
Others write that red gold was used because it was reminis- 
cent of the sprinkling of the bull's blood (Gevurat Ari; see Siah 
Yitzhak). 
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because it resembles the luster of pearls [paz]" in the way it glistens. 
Shahut gold is named as such because it is very malleable 
and is spun like thread [shenitve kehut]. Shahut is a contraction of 
the words shenitve kehut. Closed gold is so called because when a 
shop opens to sell it, all the other shops close, as no one is inter- 
ested in purchasing any other type of gold. Parvayim gold is so called 
because its redness resembles the blood of bulls [parim]. 


Rav Ashi said: There are in fact only five types of gold, the last five 

in Rav Hisda’s list. Gold and good gold are not independent catego- 
ries; rather, each and every one of the types of gold has two varieties: 
Regular gold and a superior variety called good gold. That was also 

taught in a baraita with regard to parvayim gold: On every other day 
the coal pan was made of greenish gold, but on this day it was made 

of a red gold, and this is the parvayim gold which resembles the 

blood of bulls.® 
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§ The mishna states: On every other day, a priest sacrificed a 
peras, half of a maneh, of incense in the morning, and a peras in 
the afternoon, but on this day the High Priest adds an additional 
handful of incense and burns it in the Holy of Holies. On every 
other day, the incense was ground fine as prescribed by the Torah, 
but on this day it was superfine. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
‘The verse states with regard to the incense on Yom Kippur that it is 
“finely ground aromatic incense” (Leviticus 16:12). What does the 
verse mean to teach by this? Has it not already been stated: “And 
you shall grind some of it finely” (Exodus 30:36)? Rather, it 
teaches that on Yom Kippur the incense has to be superfine. 


§ The mishna states: On every other day, priests ascend on the 
eastern side of the ramp. A baraita explains the reason for this: As 
the Master said: All the turns that you turn should be only to 
the right, which, after ascending the altar, means one will turn to 
the east and will mean one will circulate the altar in a counter- 
clockwise fashion. When they descended, they again turned to the 
right, which is to the west of the ramp." 


§ The mishna continues: But on this day the priests ascend in the 
middle of the ramp" and descend in the middle. What is the 
reason? Due to the eminence of the High Priest he should not 
walk on the side but in the middle. 


§ We learned in the mishna that every other day the High Priest 
sanctifies his hands and his feet from the laver like the other 
priests, and on this day he sanctifies them from the golden flask. 
What is the reason? Due to the eminence of the High Priest." 


§ The mishna states: On every other day, there were four arrange- 
ments of wood there, upon the altar, but on this day there were 
five. The Sages taught in the Tosefta: On every other day there 
were two arrangements of wood on the altar, but on this day there 
were three: One, the large arrangement; and one, the second 
arrangement for coals for the incense; and one, the additional 
arrangement of wood, which they add on that day for the incense 
that is burned in the Holy of Holies. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yosei says: On every other day there were three arrange- 
ments, but on this day there were four: One, the large arrange- 
ment; and one, the second arrangement for the incense; and one, 
for the upkeep of the fire, so that if the fire of the large arrange- 
ment begins to die down, wood from this arrangement may be 
added to it to raise the flames; and one, the additional arrangement 
of wood that they add on that day for the incense that is burned 
in the Holy of Holies. 


Rabbi Meir says: On every other day there were four arrange- 
ments of wood on the altar but on this day there were five: One, 
the large arrangement; and one, the second arrangement for the 

incense; and one, for the upkeep of the fire; and one, for burning 
the limbs and fats that were not fully consumed on the altar the 

previous evening; and one, the additional arrangement of wood 

that they add on that day for the incense that is burned in the Holy 
of Holies. 


The Gemara analyzes the different opinions: At any rate, everyone 
has at least two arrangements in their calculations. From where 
do we derive this? The verse states: “It is the burnt-offering on 
the flame on the altar all night” (Leviticus 6:2); this is referring 
to the large arrangement. It states further: “And the fire of the 
altar shall be kept burning thereby” (Leviticus 6:2), this addi- 
tional mention of a fire is referring to the second arrangement, 
which is for the incense. And from where does Rabbi Yosei learn 
about the additional arrangement for the upkeep of the fire? He 
derives it from the verse: “And the fire upon the altar shall be 
kept burning thereby” (Leviticus 6:5), which mentions fire for the 
third time. 


——————— HALAKHA 
Ascending the ramp - nanah myy: Every day, the priests 
ascend the altar on its eastern side and descend on its 
western side. On Yom Kippur, they ascend and descend in 
the middle of the altar, out of respect for the eminence for 
the High Priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 2:5). 


Sanctifying the hands and feet — abn op wip: Every 
day, the High Priest sanctifies his hands and feet using the 
laver, in the same way the rest of the priests do. On Yom 
Kippur, due to his eminence, he sanctifies himself using 
a golden flask (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 2:5). 


The arrangements on the altar - nayan by niswan: 
Every day, there were three arrangements of wood on the 
altar, but on Yom Kippur, there were four arrangements. 
This is in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Yosei, as the 
halakha follows his opinion in disputes with his colleagues 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:5). 


One for the upkeep of the fire - UXT ovpw minx: There 
was a large arrangement on the altar on which the limbs 
and the fats were burned. A second arrangement supplied 
the coals for the incense, while a third arrangement served 
to maintain the fire of the main arrangement (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:4). 


NOTES 


The priests ascend in the middle of the ramp - poiy 
yxiasa: The present text of the Gemara states: They ascend, 
which implies more than one person ascended the ramp, 
even on Yom Kippur. This is a reference to the two addi- 
tional priests, the deputy High Priest and the head of the 
patrilineal family, who would accompany the High Priest 
and assist him with various tasks. Since their presence was 
only for the sake of the High Priest, it was befitting that, 
on account of his eminence, they too were afforded the 
privilege of ascending in the middle of the ramp (Tosafot 
Yeshanim; Meiri). 


One for the upkeep [kiyyum] of the fire - ny bw nx 
wreit: Some interpret the word kiyyum as referring to the 
maintenance of the fire on the large arrangement. If it 
began to die down, wood was added to it from this ar- 
rangement (Rashi; Rabbi Elyakim; Meiri). Others interpret 
the word kiyyum as referring to the very existence of fire, 
ie, it was made to fulfill the requirement of having a fire 
constantly burning upon the altar (Rambam; Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 
Thin wood chips - xox nny: The flame for keeping 
up the fire of the large arrangement is not lit below but 


upon the top of the altar itself (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:9). 


NOTES 


That a non-priest could approach the altar — 3p "Ww 
nan ray: The Torah states: "But they must not draw near 


to the sacred utensils, nor to the altar, that they not die, 


neither they, nor you” (Numbers 18:3). This applies even 
to the Levites who serve in the Temple. Since a non-priest 
is prohibited to approach the altar, any service that is 
performed on the altar is necessarily executed by priests. 


Do not expound the word and — #714 xvi: The word 

“and, indicated by the single-letter prefix vav, usually 
functions as a conjunction. However, sometimes it has no 
obvious purpose. Furthermore, even when it does serve 
as a conjunction of two clauses, since in many cases the 
Torah presents a similar construction without the use 
of the vav, whenever it is used it can be deemed to be 
superfluous. Therefore the Sages often expound a vav 
to include additional halakhot that are not mentioned 
explicitly in the verse. 
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And how does Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that normally there are 
only two arrangements, explain this third mention of a fire? That 
additional mention comes to teach about the kindling of the thin 
wood chips," which were used to ignite the fires on the altar, as it 
was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda would say: From where is 
it derived that the kindling of the wood chips should be done 
only at the top of the altar, rather than setting them alight at the 
bottom of the altar and carrying them up? The verse states: “And 
the fire upon the altar shall be kept burning thereby” (Leviticus 
6:5), which indicates that the fire that is brought there has to be 
lit on the altar itself. Rabbi Yosei said: From where is it derived 
that an arrangement for the upkeep of the fire is made? The 
verse states: “And the fire upon the altar shall be kept burning 
thereby” (Leviticus 6:5). 


And from where does Rabbi Yosei derive that the kindling of the 
wood chips should be at the top of the altar? He derives it from 
the same place that Rabbi Shimon derives it. As it was taught in 
a baraita: The verse states: “And the sons of Aaron the priest shall 
put fire upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:7), which teaches about the 
kindling of the wood chips that it may be done only bya fit priest 
and one who is robed in the priestly vestments of service; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon said to him: 
There is no need for a verse to teach that a priest must kindle the 
chips, for could it enter your mind that a non-priest could ap- 
proach the altar?’ Rather, this verse teaches about the kindling 
of the wood chips, that they may be lit only at the top of the altar. 


And what would Rabbi Yehuda respond to Rabbi Shimon’s reason- 
ing? If this halakha was derived from there, I would have said a 
non-priest could light the fire on the altar by standing on the 
ground below and using a bellows to fan the flames on the top of 
the altar. Therefore, this verse teaches us that in all circumstances 
the person kindling the fire must be a priest. 


And from where does Rabbi Meir learn about an additional 
arrangement for the limbs and the fats that were not fully 
consumed on the altar the previous evening? He derives it from 
the phrase “and the fire.” The apparently superfluous word “and” 
alludes to the existence of an additional arrangement. And the 
Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Yehuda, who disagree, do not 
expound the word “and.”" 


And according to the Rabbis, what do they do with the limbs and 
the fats that were not fully consumed on the altar the previous 
evening? Where are they burned? A priest returns them to the 
large arrangement, where the process of their burning is com- 
pleted. As it was taught in a baraita: From where is it derived that 
for limbs and fats that were not fully consumed on the altar the 
previous evening, 


that they are arranged upon the altar, and if the space on the altar 
cannot hold them, that they are arranged upon the ramp or 
upon the ledge that protrudes from the altar, until the large ar- 
rangement is made the following day and then they are arranged 
upon it? The verse states: “That which the fire will consume of 
the burnt-offering, on the altar” (Leviticus 6:3). This is taken to 
mean that those items that the fire already consumed are once 
again placed upon the altar. 
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And how does Rabbi Meir expound this verse? He derives from it 
that if parts of a burnt-offering that were already partially consumed 
on the altar fell off the altar, you should return them to continue burn- 
ing; but you do not return incense that was consumed and fell off of 
the inner incense altar. As Rabbi Hananya bar Minyomi from the 
school of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “That which the fire will consume of the burnt-offering on 
the altar” (Leviticus 6:3). This teaches that if parts of a burnt-offering 
that were partially consumed fell off the altar, you should return them; 
but you do not return incense that was partially consumed and fell off 
the altar." 


At any rate, everyone assumes there is an additional arrangement of 
wood that they add on that day, i.e., Yom Kippur, for the incense that 
is burned in the Holy of Holies. From where do they derive this? They 
derive it from the verse “And the fire upon the altar” (Leviticus 6:5). 
The apparently superfluous words “and the” allude to an additional fire. 
And even one who does not generally expound the word “and” does 
expound the phrase “and the.™ 


The Gemara notes that there is an additional mention of the altar fire, 
which has not yet been explained: The phrase “a perpetual fire” 
(Leviticus 6:6), for what halakha does it come to teach? It is required 

for the halakha that was taught in the following baraita: The verse states: 

“A perpetual fire shall be kept burning" on the altar, it shall not go out” 
(Leviticus 6:6). This teaches about the second arrangement of wood 

to produce coals for the incense, that it is set up only on the outer altar. 


From where is it derived that coals of fire that are taken with a coal pan" 
for the incense on Yom Kippur and for the fire for lighting the candela- 
brum" must also be from the outer altar? It is a logical derivation. “Fire” 
is stated" with regard to the daily incense offering, and “fire” is stated 
with regard to the incense coal pan and the candelabrum. Just as there, 
in the case of the daily incense offering, the fire is taken from upon the 
outer altar, so too here, in the case of the incense coal pan and the 
candelabrum, the fire should be taken from upon the outer altar." 


If the matter is derived through reasoning, it is also possible to posit an 
alternative argument: Or, alternatively, one could go this way. “Fire” is 
stated with regard to the daily incense offering, and “fire” is stated 
with regard to the incense coal pan and the candelabrum. Just as there, 
in the case of the daily incense offering, the fire is taken from a place 
near to it, i.e., the outer altar, so too, in the case of the incense coal pan 
and the candelabrum, the fire should be taken from a place near to it, 
i.e., the inner altar. 


Since there are two equally logical derivations, a verse is required to 
teach the halakha. The verse states: “A perpetual fire shall be kept 
burning on the altar, it shall not go out” (Leviticus 6:6). The “per- 
petual fire” that I told you, i.e., the fire of the candelabrum, about which 
the Torah states “a lamp to burn continually” (Exodus 27:20), should 
be lit only from a fire that is upon the top of the outer altar. 


We have therefore learned the source for the fire for the candelabrum. 
From where do we derive the same halakha for the fire for the incense 
coal pan on Yom Kippur? It is a logical derivation. “Fire” is stated with 
regard to the incense coal pan on Yom Kippur, and “fire” is stated with 
regard to the candelabrum. Just as there, in the case of the candela- 
brum, the fire is taken from upon the outer altar, so too, here, in the 
case of the incense coal pan, the fire should be taken from upon the 
outer altar. 


If the matter is derived through reasoning, it is also possible to posit an 
alternative argument: Or, alternatively, one could go this way: “Fire” is 
stated with regard to the daily incense offering, and “fire” is stated 
with regard to the incense coal pan on Yom Kippur. Just as there, in 
the case of the daily incense offering, the fire is taken from a place near 
to it, i.e., the outer altar, so too, here, in the case of fire for the incense 
coal pan, the fire should be taken from a place near to it, i.e., the inner 
altar. 


HALAKHA 


Incense that fell off the altar - nypaw mvp: 
Incense that falls off the altar is not returned to it, 
even whole pieces that were not burned (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:2). 


Fire for lighting the candelabrum - min vy: 
The Rambam rules that if the westernmost lamp of 
the candelabrum goes out, it is relit only from the 
fire of the outer altar. The other lamps, however, 
are lit from each other. The Ra'avad challenges 
and rejects this approach. He claims that there is 
no distinction between the westernmost lamp 
and the other lamps and that as long as there is 
a single lamp burning in the candelabrum, the 
other lamps may be lit from it. Otherwise, fire is 
taken from the outer altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:13, and in the com- 
ments of Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne). 


An arrangement for the incense - m a1 
Mbp by: A second arrangement of wood from 
which coals were taken for the incense sat next 
to the large arrangement on the outer altar (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:4). 


NOTES 
Expound the phrase “and the” - wy "NT RY": 
The combination of the letters vav and heh cannot 
be explained as merely a conjunction without 
further significance. The vav must therefore teach 
that something additional should be expounded. 


A perpetual fire shall be kept burning - TAA wx 
‘pin: Several commentators point out that this 
verse is used elsewhere for a different derivation. 
They suggest that this halakha is actually derived 
from the verse: “And the fire upon the altar shall 
be kept burning’ (Leviticus 6:5), and this is indeed 
how the Sifrei derives the halakha (Givat Shaul). 


From where is derived fire with the coal pan -— 
pan. wrx: The additional fire for the in- 
cense coal pan is derived from the phrase“and the 
fire; which is referring to the outer altar. However, 
since the verse also teaches that there is an addi- 
tional special arrangement for a particular day, i.e., 
Yom Kippur, it makes sense that that arrangement 
could be located in a different place. Therefore, 
another derivation is required to teach otherwise 
(Tosefot HaRosh). 


Fire is stated — rs myag: The Gemara derivation 
that the fire used both for the coal pan for the Yom 
Kippur incense offering and for the candelabrum 
must come from the outer altar is apparently 
based on the common use of the word fire in 
relation to those vessels and in relation to the 
daily incense offering. However, this is problem- 
atic. While the word fire does explicitly appear 
with regard to the coals taken for the Yom Kippur 
incense offering (see Leviticus 16:12), it does not 
appear either with regard to the daily incense of- 
fering or with regard to the candelabrum. Rashi 
therefore explains that the Gemara does not 
mean to expound from the actual word fire but 
from the obvious fact that fire was required in all 
three contexts. 
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NOTES 

Only partially before the Lord -’7 95 inypraw: Accord- 
ing to the present text of the Gemara, the reference is to 
he position of the altar vis-a-vis the Sanctuary and the 
Holy of Holies. According to other versions of the text, 
he reference is not to the location but to the purpose: 
The offerings brought upon the inner altar are always 
burned entirely, and therefore this altar may be described 
as entirely for God. In contrast, offerings brought on the 
outer alter are sometimes eaten by the priesthood and 
hose who brought the offerings. This alter is therefore 
only partially for God (Rabbi Elyakim). 


Perek IV 
Daf 46 Amuda 


NOTES 


Even on Shabbat - nawa torr: Bar Kappara’s statement 
concerning the Shabbat is actually an independent, novel 

ruling beyond the first ruling, as indicated by the inclusion 

of the word “and.” The novelty of the first ruling relates 

to the status of offerings that are initially invalid, as the 

Gemara continues to explain. The second ruling, however, 
provides an additional novel element to the laws of Shab- 
bat: Burning even invalid offerings may override Shabbat 
(Eshkol HaKofer). 
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Since there are two equally logical derivations, a verse is required to 
teach the halakha: The verse states: “And he shall take a pan full of 
coals of fire from upon the altar from before the Lord” (Leviticus 
16:12). The description of the altar being “from before the Lord” sug- 
gests it is not entirely before the Lord. Which altar is only partially 
before the Lord," but not all of it is before the Lord, i.e., part of it 
lies directly parallel to the Sanctuary, but part ofit does not? You must 
say that this is the outer altar. Only the western side ofit lies parallel 
to the entrance to the Sanctuary. In contrast, the inner altar is en- 
tirely within the Sanctuary and so is considered entirely before the 
Lord. 


And it is necessary to write “from upon the altar” and it is neces- 
sary to write “from before God” because if the Merciful One had 
written only “from upon the altar” I would have said: What altar is 
the verse referring to? The inner altar. Therefore, the Merciful One 
writes “from before God.” And if the Merciful One had written only 
“from before God,’ I would have said it means specifically from the 
part of the altar that lies before God, i.e., from the northwestern 
corner, which lies directly parallel to the entrance of the Sanctuary; 


but from this side or from that side of the altar, both of which are 
not directly in front of the Sanctuary’s entrance, I would say that no, 
the fire may not be taken from there. Therefore, it is necessary to 
write both terms in order to teach this halakha. 


Rabbi Elazar said in the name of bar Kappara: Rabbi Meir would 
say: With regard to limbs of a burnt-offering that remained on the 
altar from the previous night and which were not fully consumed, one 
should make a separate arrangement of wood for them and arrange 
them upon it to be burned. And this is done even on Shabbat." 


What is bar Kappara teaching us when he informs us that Rabbi 
Meir requires a separate arrangement to be made? Surely, we already 
learned this in the mishna that cites Rabbi Meir as saying: On every 
other day, there were four arrangements of wood there, upon the 
altar. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Avin said: Bar Kappara’s teaching 
is needed only in order to teach the requirement to set up a fourth 
arrangement, even though it is only for limbs of disqualified offerings. 
As certain disqualifications apply only ab initio, if the offering is nev- 
ertheless brought upon the altar it should not then be removed. Bar 
Kappara teaches that Rabbi Meir’s ruling applies in the event that 
limbs of such an offering were not fully consumed. 


The Gemara qualifies this: But this applies specifically when the fire 
has already taken hold of them and they have begun to burn. But if 
the fire has not yet taken hold of them, no, a separate arrangement 
is not made in order to burn them. 


There are those who say a different version of this qualification: Both 
with regard to the limbs of valid offerings and of disqualified offer- 
ings, if the fire has already taken hold of them and they have begun 
to burn, yes, a separate arrangement is made to burn them, but if the 
fire did not take hold of them, no, a separate arrangement is not made 
in order to burn them. 


Bar Kappara concluded: And this is done even on Shabbat. But 
surely, we already learned this in the mishna that cites Rabbi Meir as 
saying: But on this day, on Yom Kippur, there are five. This means 
that the arrangement for burning any remaining limbs is made also 
on Yom Kippur, despite the fact that all the Shabbat prohibitions 


apply. 
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The Gemara answers: Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Nevertheless, bar 
Kappara’s teaching is necessary, for it could enter your mind to say 
that this applies only when Yom Kippur occurs after Shabbat, i.e., on 
Sunday. Perhaps only in such a case is a separate arrangement made, 
based on the accepted law that leftover fats of Shabbat offerings are 
sacrificed and burned on Yom Kippur. However, if Yom Kippur occurs 
in the middle of the week, then perhaps no, a separate arrangement is 
not made in order to burn them. Therefore, bar Kappara teaches us that 
Rabbi Meir’s ruling applies in all cases. 


Rava said: Who is this that does not care about his flour," i.e., he does 
not truly care about what he says and speaks imprecisely? Did we not 
learn in the mishna: On every other day. This clearly implies that Rab- 
bi Meir’s ruling applies equally to all days of the week. As such, Rav Aha 
bar Ya’akov’s justification for bar Kappara’s teaching is already implied 
in Rabbi Meir’s words in the mishna. The Gemara comments: Indeed, 
it is difficult." 


The Gemara comments: Both Rava and bar Kappara hold that a separate 
arrangement is made even on Shabbat. This disagrees with the opinion 
of Rav Huna, who said: The beginning of the sacrificial service of the 
daily offering, i.e., its slaughter, the sprinkling of its blood, and its burn- 
ing overrides Shabbat; the end of its service, i.e., the burning of its 
sacrificial parts, does not override Shabbat." 


The Gemara analyzes Rav Huna’s statement: Returning to the matter 
itself: Rav Huna said: The beginning of the sacrificial service of the 
daily offering overrides a halakha, whereas the end of its service does 
not override a halakha. 


Previously, the Gemara assumed that Rav Huna was discussing the 
possibility that the sacrifice of the daily offering overrides Shabbat. The 
Gemara now clarifies if this was his intention: What is meant by saying 
that the end of its service does not override the halakha? Rav Hisda 
said: Although the end of its service does override Shabbat, it does 
not override the halakha that it should not be brought in a state of rit- 
ual impurity. This is true although the beginning of the sacrificial service 
of the daily offering may, if necessary, be brought in a state of ritual im- 
purity. And Rabba" said: The end of its service overrides only the 
halakha that it should not be brought in a state of ritual impurity, but 
it does not override Shabbat. 


Abaye said to Rabba: It poses a difficulty to your opinion, and it poses 
a difficulty to the opinion of Rav Hisda. It is difficult to your opinion 
as follows: What is different about the prohibition of bringing an offer- 
ing in a state of ritual impurity that the daily offering overrides it? 
Because it is written with regard to the daily offering “in its season” 
(Numbers 28:2), to emphasize that it should be brought under all 
circumstances, even if that means that it will be brought in a state of 
ritual impurity. But, by that logic, the daily offering should also override 
Shabbat. Because the term “in its season” emphasizes that it should be 
brought under all circumstances, this means even on Shabbat." 


And it is difficult to the opinion of Rav Hisda: What is different about 
Shabbat that the daily offering overrides it? Because it is written “in its 
season,” to emphasize that it should be brought under all circumstances, 
even on Shabbat. But by that logic, the daily offering should also over- 
ride the prohibition of bringing an offering in a state of ritual impurity. 
Because the term “in its season” emphasizes that it should be brought 
under all circumstances, this means even in a state of ritual impurity. 


Rabba said to him: It is not difficult to my opinion and it does not 
pose a difficulty to the opinion of Rav Hisda. It is not difficult to 
my opinion, because I hold that the end of its sacrificial rite is like its 
beginning. 


NOTES 


That does not care about his flour — wm xt 
moa: There are several different explanations of 
this aphorism. Some suggest that the individual 
in question is not concerned with the flour he 
eats. He wastes the energy he gains from eating 
by not thoroughly using it for the study of Torah 
(Arukh). Others explain that he pays no attention 
to whether he eats flour or barley, meaning he is 
careless in his speech (Rabbi Elyakim). Finally, a 
different version of the text reads likame, in front 
of him, rather than /ekimhei, his flour. According to 
this, the intention is that he does not notice even 
an obvious difficulty (geonim; Rabbi Elyakim). 


It is difficult [kashya] — wp: The commentators 
point out that the term kashya suggests there is a 
strong question but that there may be a solution 
to it, as opposed to the term teyuvta, it is a refuta- 
tion, which indicates a position is indefensible. The 
Ritva suggests that despite the simple reading of: 
On every other day, as applying even to Shabbat, 
one could have interpreted it as referring only to 
weekdays. This is apparently how Rav Huna and 
Rabba understood it. 

Some commentators understand the word 
kashya as referring all the way back to the first 
question, which tried to justify the need for bar 
Kappara’s statement. Since all the subsequent 
stages of reasoning have now been refuted, the 
original question remains (Kashot Meyushav). 


Rabba — 31: In the standard Vilna edition of the 
Gemara, the Sage who disagreed with Rav Hisda 
is rendered as Rav. The Mesoret HaShas changes 
the text to Rabba. Rabba was active in the same 
generation as Rav Hisda, and was in fact one of 
his disciples. Rava, however, was active only in the 
following generation. The change from Rava to 
Rabba applies also to the next lines in the Gemara, 
in which Abaye, in the following generation, began 
to analyze the opinions of Rabba and Rav Hisda. 


In its season, even on Shabbat - x) Swing 
nawa: Tosafot Yeshanim comment tha this law is 
not derived from the cited text but from an explicit 
verse: “This is the burnt-offering of every Shabbat, 
beside the continual burnt-offering and its liba- 
tion” (Numbers 28:10). It is clear from that verse 
that burnt-offerings are sacrificed on Shabbat. They 
explain that the words “in its time” are required to 
serve a verbal analogy on a different issue. How- 
ever, Siah Yitzhak notes that from the analysis of 
Tosafot on tractate Shabbat, it seems that there is 
tannaitic dispute concerning which of these verses 
is the source of this halakha. 


HALAKHA 


The beginning overrides, the end does not override - inynn but does not override the prohibitions of Shabbat. Therefore, the end stages don't override it. This ruling is in accordance with 


Anis ivy iaio ANNA: The burning of the limbs of the daily offer- the limbs of the Friday offering must be burned on that day, as 
ing overrides the prohibition to sacrifice it in a state of impurity, 


the beginning stages of the daily offering overrides Shabbat but 


the opinion of Rabba (KesefMishne and Lehem Mishne, Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:7). 
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HALAKHA 

Extinguishing the fire of the altar — Mata wx 193: One who 
extinguishes the fire of the altar transgresses a negative com- 
mandment and receives lashes for doing so. He is similarly 
punished for extinguishing even a single coal or for removing 
a coal from the altar and then extinguishing it. But one does 
not receive lashes for extinguishing the fire for the incense 
coal pan or the candelabrum, even if he does so upon the 
top of the altar. This is because these fires are removed from 
their original designated purpose for other mitzvot. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava in the second version of 
his dispute with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 2:6). 


NOTES = —W—_- 
Removed to fulfill its mitzva - anyay TAYN: With regard 
o the fulfillment of mitzvot in general, Rabbeinu Nissim says 
hat even those who assert that one who performs a mitzva 
without intention does fulfill his obligation, even they admit 
hat if one actively intends to perform a different mitzva, he 
does not fulfill his obligation. Some adduce proof for his claim 
rom the principle laid out in this Gemara: Removing a coal 
rom the altar’s fire for another mitzva breaks its association 
with the first mitzva, i.e., having a fire on the altar (Rabbi Tzvi 
Hirsch Chajes). 
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Therefore, with regard to overriding the prohibition to bring an 

offering in a state of ritual impurity, since the beginning of the 

sacrifice of the daily offering is fit to override the prohibition of 
offering it in a state of ritual impurity, so too, its end also over- 
rides the prohibition. However, in the case of Shabbat, the be- 
ginning of a daily offering of the weekday is not fit to override 

Shabbat, since by definition it must be brought on its appropriate 

day. Therefore, its end also does not override Shabbat in the 

event that limbs remain from Friday’s daily offering. 


Andit is also not difficult to the opinion of Rav Hisda, because 
he does not hold that its end is like its beginning. Rather, he 
has the following reasoning: The prohibitions of Shabbat are not 
merely overridden in the case of a communal offering, but they 
are actually permitted, such that there is no need to try to avoid 
performing the necessary labors when sacrificing it. Therefore, 
its end also overrides Shabbat. 


However, in the case of the prohibition to bring an offering in 
a state of ritual impurity, which is merely overridden in the 
case of a communal offering, it is preferable to avoid doing so. 
Therefore, the beginning ofits sacrifice, i.e. its slaughter and the 
sprinkling of its blood, and its burning, which is the essential 
stage that provides atonement, overrides the prohibition and 
should be done even in a state of ritual impurity. However, its 
end, i.e., the burning of the sacrificial parts, which is not the 
essential stage that provides atonement, does not override the 
prohibitions. 


The Torah prohibits the fire on the altar to be extinguished: “A 
perpetual fire shall be kept burning on the altar, it shall not go 
out” (Leviticus 6:6). With regard to this prohibition, an amo- 
raic dispute was stated: With regard to one who extinguishes 
the fire of the coals that are taken with the coal pan for the in- 
cense on Yom Kippur or the fire of the coals that are taken in 
order to light the candelabrum, Abaye said: He is liable. Rava 
said: He is not liable." 


The Gemara elaborates on the dispute: In a case where one ex- 
tinguished a coal while still standing upon the top of the altar, 
everyone agrees that he is liable. This is because the verse ex- 
plicitly is referring to extinguishing a flame “upon the altar.” 
When they disagree, it is in a case where he brought the coals 

down to ground level and extinguished a coal there. Abaye said: 

He is liable, since it is still considered fire of the altar. Rava said: 

He is not liable, because once it has been removed from the 

altar it is considered removed and no longer part of the altar’s 

fire. Therefore, the prohibition does not apply to it. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, with regard to this ruling that Rav 
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: One who takes down 
a coal from upon the altar and extinguishes it is liable, in ac- 
cordance with whose opinion is he ruling? Could he possibly 
be ruling in accordance with the opinion of Abaye? Certainly 
not. In disputes between Abaye and Rava, the halakha follows 
Rava. 


The Gemara explains: You can even say his ruling is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rava by making the following distinc- 
tion: There, in the ruling of Rav Nahman, the coal was not 
removed to fulfill its mitzva. Therefore, it is still considered to 
be part of the fire of the altar and the prohibition still applies. 
Whereas, here, in the dispute between Abaye and Rava, this is a 
case of coal that was removed to fulfill its mitzva." Therefore, it 
is associated with its mitzva and no longer considered the fire of 
the altar. 
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There are those who say a different version of the dispute: 


In a case where he brought the coals down to the ground and 
extinguished a coal there, everyone agrees that he is not liable. 
When they disagree it is in a case where one extinguished a coal 
while still standing upon the top of the altar. Abaye said: He is 
liable, since it is still considered fire of the altar. Rava said: He 
is not liable, because once it has been removed from the altar 
it is considered removed and no longer part of the altar’s fire. 
Therefore, the prohibition does not apply to it. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, with regard to this ruling that Rav 
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: He who takes down a 
coal from upon the altar and extinguishes it is liable, in accor- 
dance with whose opinion is his ruling? It would appear that it is 
neither in accordance with the opinion of Abaye, nor in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rava. The Gemara explains: You can 
even say that his ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rava 
by making the following distinction: There, in the ruling of Rav 
Nahman, the coal was not removed to fulfill its mitzva; it is 
therefore still considered to be part of the fire of the altar and the 
prohibition applies. Whereas, here, in the dispute between Abaye 
and Rava, this is a case of coal that was removed to fulfill its 
mitzva, and it is therefore associated with its mitzva and no longer 
considered the fire of the altar. 
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The chapter began with a lengthy discussion of the lottery with which the two goats 
were designated. The Gemara concluded that while the lottery is not to be classified 
as part of the sacrificial service, it is indispensable in designating the goats, and no 
other method can achieve that end. However, besides the drawing of the lots them- 
selves, all the other halakhot of the lottery, such as placing the lots upon the goats, 
the nature of the lots and the lottery box, and how the lots are to be drawn, are not 
indispensable. Nevertheless, there is certainly a mitzva to fulfill all those halakhot 
correctly, and the Gemara considered the various details. 


Since the goats were not slaughtered and sent away immediately, a strip of crimson 
thread was tied to them in order that they be clearly identifiable and not be confused 
with each other or with other goats that might be around. On the goat sin-offering 
the strip was tied to the neck, symbolic of the fact that it was to be slaughtered there, 
and the second strip was tied around the horns of the goat to be sent to Azazel. 


Apropos the discussion concerning the crimson strip of the goats, the Gemara turned 
its attention to the crimson strip used in the rite of the red heifer and then proceeded 
to analyze many of the other details pertaining to the rite. The Gemara expounded 
many of the verses in the Torah passage of the red heifer and specifically considered 
a number of halakhot that are common to both the red heifer and the goats on Yom 
Kippur. 


The next stage in the day’s service was the confession of the High Priest upon the 
bull. After the confession, the High Priest slaughtered the bull and collected its blood. 
However, the blood was not used immediately. The High Priest first went to collect 
the coals for the burning of the incense in the Holy of Holies, and the blood of the 
bull was sprinkled only later. Therefore, in the meantime, the blood was given to a 
priest to hold and stir to ensure that it did not congeal. 


The burning of the incense in the Holy of Holies was the high point of the Yom Kippur 

service. As such, there were many unique parts of the service and preparations for 
it that were performed only on Yom Kippur. For example, the coals were scooped 
in a way that was different from the normal manner, a special arrangement of wood 
was made to provide the coals with which to burn the incense, and the incense was 
ground much more finely that it normally was. The Gemara considered these and 
many other distinctions between how the service was performed on Yom Kippur 
and how it was performed during the rest of the year, with regard to both the incense 
and the other rites of the day. 


The chapter also expanded on various halakhot that are mentioned concerning 
the Yom Kippur service but are in fact applicable throughout the year. This included 
a discussion of the various arrangements of wood and the prohibition against 
extinguishing coals from the fire on the altar. 
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And he shall take a coal pan full of coals of fire from off the altar from 
before the Lord, and his hands full of sweet incense beaten small and 
bring it within the veil. And he shall put the incense upon the fire 
before the Lord, and the incense cloud shall cover the Ark cover that 
is upon the Testimony, and he will not die. And he shall take from 
the blood of the bull, and he shall sprinkle it with his finger upon the 
Ark cover to the east, and before the Ark cover he shall sprinkle seven 
times from the blood with his finger. And he shall slaughter the goat 
of the sin-offering that is for the people, and bring its blood within the 
veil, and he shall do with its blood as he did with the blood of the bull, 
and sprinkle it upon the Ark cover and before the Ark cover. And he 
shall make atonement for the sacred place because of the impurities 
of the children of Israel, and because of their transgressions, even all 
their sins; and so shall he do for the Tent of Meeting that dwells with 
them in the midst of their impurity. And there shall be no man in the 
Tent of Meeting when he goes in to make atonement in the sacred place, 
until he comes out and has atoned for himself and for his household 
and for the assembly of Israel. And he shall go out to the altar that 
is before the Lord, and make atonement for it; and he shall take of 
the blood of the bull and of the blood of the goat, and put it on the 
corners of the altar round about. And he shall sprinkle of the blood 
upon it with his finger seven times, and cleanse it and sanctify it from 
the impurities of the children of Israel. 

(Leviticus 16:12-19) 


And you shall make an altar to burn incense, of acacia wood you shall 
make it. A cubit shall be its length and a cubit its breadth, it shall be 
square, and two cubits shall be its height, and its corners shall be one 
piece with it... And Aaron shall make atonement upon its corners 
once a year; with the blood of the sin-offering of atonement once a 
year he shall make atonement for it throughout your generations; it 
is most sacred to the Lord. 

(Exodus 30:1-2; 10) 


This chapter continues to describe, following the order of the verses and the service 
of the day, the rites of the High Priest. It focuses mainly on the services that are at the 
heart of Yom Kippur, namely the rites performed within the inner sanctum, the Holy 
of Holies. The High Priest is permitted to enter this chamber only on Yom Kippur, 
and solely for the purpose of these services. 


The first stage of these rites is the scooping of a handful of incense and its presentation. 
The practical performance of this action entails numerous difficulties with regard to 
the scooping itself, the amount of incense required, and the manner in which it is 
burned inside the Holy of Holies. 


Furthermore, the Second Temple differed from both the First Temple and the Taber- 
nacle in the wilderness in that it lacked the Ark of the Covenant and possessed cer- 
tain structural differences. Therefore, the precise route of the High Priest’s entrance 
into the Holy of Holies and his service inside the inner sanctum require elucidation. 
Likewise, the commandment that the High Priest be alone in the Sanctuary while 
performing the service in the Holy of Holies raises various issues, particularly with 
regard to the exact delineation of the Sanctuary area. 


After concluding the service in the Holy of Holies, the High Priest performed ad- 
ditional rites in the Sanctuary, i.e., the sprinkling of the blood on the curtain and 
the golden altar, also called the incense altar. These rites too are performed almost 
exclusively on Yom Kippur. The order of the sprinklings on the curtain and the altar 
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must be clarified in detail, from the spot where they are performed to the disposal 
of the remainder of the blood. 


The Yom Kippur service differs from the regular Temple service in two ways: On 
the one hand, it is especially important that the Yom Kippur service is performed in 
the exact order prescribed by the Torah. If the High Priest deviates from this order, 
the service is invalid. On the other hand, generally speaking, the High Priest does 
not complete all the rites of one offering from start to finish without interruption; 
rather, he is constantly moving from one rite to another, and from one offering to 
another. Consequently, it is easy to fall prey to error in one of the rites, particularly 
with respect to their order. This chapter addresses those cases where the High Priest 
made a mistake in this regard, and discusses which errors disqualify the service and 
which do not. Similarly, if a certain rite was disqualified or interrupted, the Gemara 
inquires as to at what point in the service the High Priest is obligated to start over. 


These and related issues form the content of Chapter Five. 
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MI S HNA? brought out the spoon and the coal 


pan to the High Priest so he may perform the 
service of the incense. He scoops his handfuls from the incense and 
places it into the spoon. The High Priest with large hands fills the 
spoon with incense in an amount corresponding to the large size of 
his hands, and the High Priest with small hands fills the spoon with 
incense in an amount corresponding to the small size of his hands. 
And this was the measure of the spoon, i.e., it was made to corre- 
spond to the size of his hands. He took the coal pan in his right hand 
and the spoon in his left hand." 


G E M ARA The Gemara expresses surprise at the state- 


ment of the mishna. In an earlier mishna, the 
tanna already taught that the High Priest must bring the coal pan: 
He takes a coal pan and ascends to the top of the altar and rakes 
and descends. Why does the tanna mention the taking of the coal 
pan again? The Gemara explains: There the mishna deals with the 
coal pan of burning coals, and here the mishna is referring to the 
coal pan of incense, which he would later scoop out. As it was ex- 
plicitly taught in a baraita: They brought out an empty spoon for 
him from the chamber of vessels, and a coal pan heaped with 
incense from the Chamber of the House of Avtinas. 


The mishna taught: He scoops his handfuls from the incense and 
places it into the spoon. The High Priest with large hands fills the 
spoon with incense corresponding to the large size ofhis hands, and 
the High Priest with small hands fills the spoon corresponding to 
the small size of his hands, and this was the measure of the spoon, 
according to the size of his hands. The Gemara asks: Why do I need 
a spoon on Yom Kippur? After all, the Merciful One states: “And 
he shall take a coal pan full of coals of fire from off the altar from 
before the Lord, and his hands full of sweet incense beaten small 
and bring it within the veil” (Leviticus 16:12). This verse suggests 
that the handfuls are brought by hand rather than in a vessel. 


The Gemara answers: The High Priest uses a spoon because it is 
impossible to perform the service otherwise. The Gemara elabo- 
rates: As what should we do? Let him bring in the coal pan and then 
bring in the incense? The Merciful One states one act of bringing 
for the coals and the incense, and not two acts of bringing. 


Instead, let him take the incense by his handfuls and place the coal 
pan on top of his two handfuls and enter, carrying it all in one go. 
This suggestion is also impractical, as when he arrives there, in the 
Holy of Holies, what should he do? How can the High Priest put 
down the coal pan where it is? Let him take the coal pan in his teeth 
and lower it. Now, before a king of flesh and blood one would not 
do so, as it is disrespectful. All the more so, one would not act in this 
manner before the King of kings, the Holy One, Blessed be He. 


The Gemara concludes: Therefore, it is impossible for the High 
Priest to behave in another way, and since it is impossible to act in 
any other manner, he acts" as we find with regard to the sacrifices of 
the princes during the dedication of the Tabernacle. On that occa- 
sion, the princes brought spoons filled with incense: “One golden 
spoon of ten shekels full of incense” (Numbers 7:14). 


NOTES 


And since it is impossible, he acts — j272» Wax KoT jax This carrying items in one's left hand during the Temple service invali- 


consideration explains why it is permitted for the High Priest to 
carry the spoon in his left hand, despite the fact that in general, 


dates the rite. Since there is no other way to carry the spoon, the 
Torah permits the High Priest to use his left hand here. 


HALAKHA 

The spoon and the coal pan - namam 427: A spoon 
and a vessel filled with very fine incense is brought 
out to the High Priest. He scoops a handful of incense, 
which he places in the spoon. Next, he takes the coal 
pan in his right hand and the spoon in his left. Due to 
the weight of the coal pan and its heat, the High Priest 
is permitted to carry it in his right hand, although ide- 
ally he should carry the spoon in his right hand (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:1). 
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NOTES 
The native is on the ground, etc. — 131 Kya KY: This saying 
is based on the verse: “The stranger who is in the midst of you 
will rise above you higher and higher, and you shall come down 
lower and lower” (Deuteronomy 28:43). 


And even when the two of them are equal - pyw pata oxy 

pw: The commentaries discuss this passage at great length. As 

Tosafot Yeshanim point out, the incident involving Yishmael ben 

Kimhit actually indicates that the spoon had a greater capacity 

than the coal pan, which means that the two were not, in fact, 
equal. The Maharsha suggests that the phrase: Like the act of, 
introduces a new question: What can be done in a case like that 
of Yishmael ben Kimhit, when the spoon is larger than the coal 

pan, and therefore the first solution is not applicable? At this 
stage, the Gemara provides its second answer, i.e., that the two 

vessels differ in temperature. Most of the later commentaries 
reject this interpretation, as do the Rambam and the Meir. One 

commentary raises a difficulty with the Maharsha’s interpreta- 
tion by noting that even in the case of Yishmael ben Kimhit, the 

shovel was heavy only due to its long handle and the sheath that 
covered it, not because of its contents (Li Lishua). 


But the selection [zered] of my mother rose to the roof - 771) 
ab aby NIDN: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that this is 
a metaphor involving wood-gathering women. Yishmael ben 
imhit is saying that his mother's bundle of twigs [zeradim] 
was the largest. 


With a certain Arab - “mg ay Oy: According to the Jerusalem 
Talmud and various midrashim, this episode refers to an Arab 
ing, which explains why the High Priest went out to talk to him. 


A drop sprayed — x7ia*¥ mma: One of the enactments estab- 
ished by the courts of the Hasmoneans was that gentiles are 
considered to be ritually impure to the same extent as a zav. 
Consequently, their saliva is like that of a zav, which the Torah 
explicitly declares to be ritually impure (see Leviticus 15:8). 


LANGUAGE 
Officer [hegmon] — jiny: From the Greek yey, hegemon, 
meaning the overseer of a Roman province. It is also a title for 
an important minister or prince. 
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§ The mishna taught that the High Priest took the coal pan in 
his right hand and the spoon in his left hand. The Gemara ques- 
tions this arrangement by citing a well-known maxim: The na- 
tive is on the ground" and the stranger is in the heavens; i.e., 
this is the opposite of what one would expect. The main compo- 
nent of the mitzva is the incense, while the coal pan is required 
only for burning the incense. Consequently, the High priest 
should carry the spoon, which contains the main component of 
the service, in his right hand, and the accessory in his left hand. 


The Gemara explains: The service is performed in this manner 
for reasons of comfort, as this coal pan is greater in weight, since 
it holds the coals, and that spoon of incense weighs less. And 
even when the two of them are equal," when the spoon con- 
tains three kav of incense like the action of Rabbi Yishmael ben 
Kimhit, who could hold several kav in his exceptionally large 
hands, nevertheless, this coal pan is hot and must be held care- 
fully in the right hand, and that spoon of incense is cold and is 
easily carried in the left. 


§ Since the Gemara has mentioned Rabbi Yishmael ben Kimhit, 
it discusses him further. They said about Rabbi Yishmael ben 
Kimhit that his hands were so large that he would scoop up four 
kav, which he would hold by his handfuls, and say: All the 
women selected the best they could for their children, but the 
selection of my mother rose to the roof," i.e., my mother chose 
the best. Rabbi Yishmael ben Kimhit is referring to himself, as 
he matured to a great height and stature. Some say he was refer- 
ring to his mother’s selection of flour, in accordance with the 
statement of Rabba bar Yonatan. As Rabba bar Yonatan said 
that Rabbi Yehiel said: Flour is beneficial and healthy for the 
sick. Since his mother ate this flour when she was pregnant with 
him, her son grew heartily. 


And some say this reference to selection is a euphemism for 
semen, in accordance with a statement of Rabbi Abbahu, as 
Rabbi Abbahu raised a contradiction between two verses. It is 
written: “For You have girded me [vatazreni] with strength 
for battle” (11 Samuel 22:40), and it is written in a parallel verse: 
“Who girds me [hame‘azreni] with strength” (Psalms 18:33). 
What is the difference between these two expressions? David 
said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the 
Universe: You selected me [zeritani] with the best drop of 
semen that my mother absorbed, with which, You fashioned 
me [zeraztani| within her. This accounts for the variant forms 
of this expression. 


The Gemara continues to discuss Rabbi Yishmael ben Kimhit. 
They said about Rabbi Yishmael ben Kimhit: Once he was 
talking to a certain Arab" in the market on Yom Kippur, anda 
drop of saliva sprayed" from the Arab’s mouth onto the clothes 
of Rabbi Yishmael, who was the High Priest at the time. This 
spittle rendered him ritually impure by rabbinic law, like the 
ritual impurity of a zav, preventing him from serving in the 
Temple. And his brother Yeshevav entered and served as High 
Priest on that day in his stead. And, consequently, their mother 
saw two of her sons serving as High Priests on a single day. 


And they further said about Rabbi Yishmael ben Kimhit: 
Once he went out and talked to a certain officer [hegmon]* in 
the market, and a drop of saliva sprayed from the officer’s 
mouth onto the clothes of Rabbi Yishmael, and his brother 
Yosef entered and served as High Priest in his stead. And, again, 
their mother saw two of her sons serving as High Priests on a 
single day. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: Kimhit had seven sons," and they 
all served in the office of the High Priesthood, as High Priests or 
as his substitute. The Sages said to her: What good deeds did you 
perform to merit this? She said to them: In all my days, the beams 
of my house never saw the braids of my hair, as she was extreme- 
ly modest and was strict about covering her hair even inside her own 
house. They said to her: Many women did so and did not succeed" 
to such a degree; you must have been granted a special gift from 
God. 


§ The Sages taught: “And he shall take up from it his handful, of 
the fine flour of the meal-offering, and of its oil” (Leviticus 6:8). This 
verse teaches that he should not measure an amount for the hand- 
ful" of a meal-offering with a utensil, but he should separate it di- 
rectly by hand." A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is 
the halakha as to whether the High Priest may measure an amount 
for the handful of incense? Must the incense also be scooped by 
hand? 


The Gemara explains the two sides of the dilemma: Perhaps there, 
in the case of the handful of a meal-offering, it is different, as it is 

written “in his handful,” which indicates that he must use his hand 

rather than a vessel. However here, where it is not written: In his 

hands, but “and his hands full® of sweet incense beaten small” 
(Leviticus 16:12), perhaps this teaches that the handfuls of incense 

need not be taken directly by hand, and the High Priest may use a 

vessel to scoop out the required amount. Or perhaps this halakha 

is derived by means of a verbal analogy between “full” and “full,” 
from “his handful,” which is stated regarding the meal-offering. If 
this verbal analogy is accepted, the High Priest may likewise scoop 

the incense only by hand. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear an answer from the mishna: 
And this was the measure of the spoon. What, is it not correct to 
infer from the mishna that although the required measure is a hand- 
ful, the High Priest is not obligated to scoop with his hand, and if 
he wanted to measure a different amount, he may measure the 
incense with a vessel? The Gemara rejects this contention: No, this 
is what the mishna said; this is what it means: And so too, the High 
Priest would return and scoop the incense inside the Holy of 
Holies in precisely the same manner. 


The Gemara asks: If so, I can learn from this that the High Priest 
scoops the incense, and again scoops. That is, after scooping once, 
the High Priest repeats the action and scoops again in the Holy of 
Holies. This issue is subject to a dispute in the Gemara below. 


The Gemara rejects this claim: No; perhaps the mishna indeed 
means that if he wanted to measure a different amount, he may 
measure the incense with a vessel. The language of the mishna does 
not conclusively prove which interpretation is correct, and it is pos- 
sible that the Gemara’s previous inference from the mishna is ac- 
curate. Consequently, the issue of whether or not the High Priest 
scoops incense a second time in the Holy of Holies cannot be con- 
sidered resolved. Alternatively, the mishna may mean that the High 
Priest must take neither less nor more, and therefore this statement 
has no bearing on the dispute with regard to his scooping. 


§ The Sages taught: “His handfuls” (Leviticus 2:2). I might have 
thought it should be overflowing from the handful, and therefore 
the verse states: “His handful” (Leviticus 6:8), which indicates a 
precise amount. If the halakha is based solely on the phrase “his 
handful,” I might have thought the priest may pinch a small amount 
even with just his fingertips, not with his entire finger. Therefore, 
the verse states: “His handfuls” (Leviticus 2:2), meaning as people 
usually take a handful, i.e., with their whole hand. How should he 
perform this service? He scoops by closing his three fingers over 
the palm of his hand, and takes a handful from the flour of the 
meal-offering. 


NOTES ——_____- 
Kimhit had seven sons — remap md yn oa myaw: Ap- 
parently, the brothers were not all the sons of a single man, 


which is why only the mother was praised and not the father 
(Maharsha). 


Many did so and did not succeed - byin xh ja wy matt: 
In the version of this episode that appears in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, the Sages informed Kimhit that she deserved to be 
rewarded with successful sons due to her modesty. In the 
Gemara here, however, the Sages note that her modesty could 
not have been the sole cause of the family’s greatness. Since 
other modest women do not all merit this achievement, other 
factors must have been involved in Kimhit’s mother's particular 
case (see Me'iri). 


That he should not measure an amount for the handful - 
vain am My» Kw: According to the Rashba, it is obvious 
that the priest is obligated to scoop a handful directly with 
his hands. Rather, the phrase “his handful” teaches that he 
may not even pour his handful into a vessel designed for 
this purpose before once again collecting the flour by hand 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


BACKGROUND 
Hands full of incense - nyivp man xbn: 


Priest scooping hands full of incense 


HALAKHA 
The manner of taking a handful — ny»3p 177: How is the 
handful of a meal-offering taken? The priest extends his fin- 


gers over his palm and scoops out the flour (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:13). 
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Perek V 
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BACKGROUND 
With his thumb above and with his little finger below- bma 


hd 


the fan he would be left with a smaller portion. 


Position of priest's hand after smoothing 


NOTES 

Then resolved...is doubtful — 1132 pap...nvwa 197: Tosafot 
question the nature of the answer provided by merely a state- 
ment that the status of the flour is in doubt. Tosafot suggest that 
the doubt in this situation is not merely an inability to resolve 
the question, but a fundamental category for which there is no 
solution. This is similar to one opinion with regard to the defini- 
tion of twilight, i.e., that it is a period of doubt, positively defined 
by the Torah as an intermediate period. It has been pointed out 
that instances of pure doubt require different treatment than 
cases where it is simply unclear how to categorize a situation. 


HALAKHA 


Remainders that became reduced - nonw DPW: In a case 
where a priest took a handful of the meal-offering, and the 
meal-offering was subsequently lost, the handful is not burned. 
However, if some of the meal-offering that was not taken in the 
handful remains intact, the handful is burned. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:20). 


Whatever is partly burned in the fire - ped agaw da: If part 
of an item is burned on the altar, it is prohibited to burn any 
of the part not designated for burning (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:5 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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And in a case ofa meal-offering prepared in a pan and with regard 
to a meal-offering prepared in a deep container, when the flour 
was fried before being scooped and was therefore hard, the priest 
smooths with his thumb any flour that was overflowing above 
his handful, and with his little finger he smooths the flour that 
was pushing out below.’ And this precise taking of a handful ofa 
meal-offering is the most difficult sacrificial rite in the Temple. 
The Gemara asks: This one is the hardest rite, and no other? But 
there is pinching, which is also considered extremely difficult, 
and there is taking the handful of incense, another complex rite. 
Rather, this taking of a handful of a meal-offering is one of the 
most difficult rites in the Temple. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Uza’a raised a 
dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to the flour that re- 
mains between the fingers of his handfuls? Is this flour consid- 
ered to be part of his handful, or is it considered part of the re- 
mainder of the meal-offering? The Gemara elaborates: Rav Pappa 
said that with regard to the flour that is on the inside, toward the 
hand, do not raise the dilemma, as it is certainly part of the 
handful. Likewise, with regard to the flour that is on the outside, 
do not raise the dilemma, as it is certainly part of the remainder 
of the flour, like the rest of the meal-offering. 


Rather, let the dilemma be raised with regard to the flour be- 
tween the inside and the outside. What is the status of this flour? 

Rav Yohanan said: Yehoshua ben Uza’a then resolved his own 

dilemma: The flour that is between is doubtful,’ and should be 

treated as questionable in status. 


The Gemara asks: How does one perform the Temple service in 
this doubtful case? Rabbi Hanina said: The priest first burns the 
handful by itself, and then he burns the flour that was between. 
For if you say that he should first burn the flour that was between, 
perhaps they are remainders, and they are therefore considered 
like remainders that became reduced between taking the hand- 
ful and burning, as the priest has taken flour from the remainders 
of the meal-offering. And the Master said: With regard to remain- 
ders that became reduced" between taking the handful and the 
burning, one may not burn the handful on their account. 


The Gemara asks: If so, that there is uncertainty as to whether or 
not this flour is considered part of the remainder of the meal- 
offering, now too, if the priest burns the in-between flour after 
burning the handful, one should apply here the principle: What- 
ever is partly burned in the fire" of the altar is subject to the 
prohibition do not burn. This principle states that if part of an 
item is burned on the altar, one who burns any other part of it, 
which is not designated for burning, has violated a prohibition. In 
this case, if the in-between flour is considered part of the remain- 
der of the meal-offering, the priest who burns it transgresses that 
prohibition. 


Rav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, said that the priest 
does not burn the flour as part of the meal-offering but burns it 
for the purpose of wood. In other words, he does not burn the 
flour as part of an offering but merely as fuel for the altar, which 
is permitted in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. As 
it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: “But they shall 
not come up for a sweet savor on the altar” (Leviticus 2:12). This 
verse indicates that you may not bring up leaven and honey as a 


“sweet savor,’ an offering. However, you may bring up leaven and 


honey and other materials for the purpose of wood. 
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The Gemara asks: It works out well according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, but according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who reject Rabbi 
Eliezer’s halakha, what can be said? Rav Mari said: The solution is that 
fat priests take the handfuls" of meal-offerings, as their fleshy fingers 
press against everything between them, and therefore no flour remains 
between the fingers. The Gemara states: Now that you have arrived at 
this conclusion, according to Rabbi Eliezer as well, it is appropriate that 
fat priests should take the handfuls ab initio, to avoid a situation of 


doubt. 


§ Bein habeinayim, pashat,’ umahatz, ufizer, vehishev, bahafinat, 
haveiro: This is amnemonic for the ensuing questions of Rav Pappa. Rav 
Pappa raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to the in- 
between incense of his handfuls? The Gemara asks: What is his di- 
lemma? If he derives the verbal analogy between “full” and “full” from 
his handfuls there, the case of the meal-offering handful, this case is the 
same as that one, and therefore the incense between his fingers is invalid. 
If Rav Pappa does not accept this verbal analogy, what is the basis of his 
dilemma? 


The Gemara explains that Rav Pappa raised the dilemma as follows: 
When the verse states: “And his hands full of sweet incense beaten small, 
and bring it within the veil” (Leviticus 16:12), does it mean that we 
merely require him to bring his handfuls, and that is fulfilled here, as in 
practice the High Priest brought full handfuls? Or perhaps we require 
that he must fulfill the following two commands in a similar manner: 
“And he shall take... and he shall bring” (Leviticus 16:12)? In other words, 
just as he must have the intention to take the flour, so too, he must intend 
to bring all of it. And that requirement is not fulfilled here, as he did not 
intend to bring the extra flour between his fingers. No answer was found 
for this question, and the Gemara concludes: Let it stand unresolved. 


Rav Pappa said: It is obvious to me that the act of his handfuls of a 
meal-offering should be performed ab initio in the manner that people 
usually take a handful, with their fingertips pointed downward. How- 
ever, Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: What is the halakha if he took a 
handful with his fingertips," i.e., if he first put his palm into the vessel 
and filled his palm with flour by extending his fingers and drawing them 
in? Does this invalidate the taking of the handful or not? 


Furthermore, what is the halakha if he took the handful with the back of 
his hand placed downward in the vessel, and with his fingers collected 
the flour upward into his palm? Lastly, what is the halakha if he took the 
flour from the sides," by passing the back of his hand to and fro over the 
flour in the vessel with his fingers spread apart, so that the flour collects 
in his palm? As no answers were found for these dilemmas, the Gemara 
states: Let it stand unresolved. 


Likewise, Rav Pappa said: It is obvious to me that when the Torah states: 
“His hands full” (Leviticus 16:12), it means in the manner that people 
usually fill their hands, by placing the backs of their hands into the ves- 
sel and bringing their hands together. However, Rav Pappa raised a di- 
lemma: What is the halakha if the High Priest scooped a handful with 
his fingertips?" Again, what is the halakha if he took a handful from 
downward to upward? What is the halakha if he took a handful from 
the side? And what is the halakha if he scooped a handful with this 
hand and with this hand and brought them together? These questions 
are not answered either, and the Gemara states: Let it stand unresolved. 


§ Another dilemma was raised by 


He took a handful with his fingertips — pniyays wx7a yap: If 
a priest takes a handful of the meal-offering with his fingertips 
or from the sides, it should not be burned ab initio, but if it was 
burned, the offering is valid, as this dilemma was left unresolved 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:13 and Kesef 


Mishne there). 


HALAKHA 


Scooped a handful with his fingertips — »niyayx WN jon: 
If the High Priest takes a handful with his fingertips or from the 
sides, or from downward to upward, or if he takes a handful with 
each hand separately and subsequently brings them together, the 
incense should not be burned ab initio; but if it was burned, it is 
valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:28). 


NOTES 
That fat priests take the handfuls — »aw »y1ap7: 


The Rambam does not cite this conclusion at all. In 


his view, once the Gemara states that handfuls are 
aken in the usual manner, there is no longer any 
concern about the flour that remains between one's 
fingers. The Torah did not require greater care with 
regard to this handful than any other, and therefore 
he in-between flour is not part of the handful (Me’iri; 
see Siah Yitzhak). 


Bein habeinayim, pashat, etc. -^31 0"W5 DPT pa: 
This mnemonic is referring to the dilemmas posed 
by Rav Pappa, most of which are left unresolved. The 
mnemonic is corrupted here and is incomplete in 
various manuscripts. 


What is the halakha if he took from the sides - yr 
wma T187: The Me'iri explains this case slightly dif- 
ferently: The priest places his hand on its side in the 
flour, so that the flour on the edges of the vessel en- 
ters his hand. Rashi on Menahot explains this similarly. 
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HALAKHA 

The handful placed irregularly — i3713 sow yaip: If the 
handful of flour was stuck to the sides of the vessel, or if 
he vessel was turned upside down when the priest took 
he handful, the flour should not be burned, but if it was 
burned, it is valid. Since the halakha of these situations 
was not conclusively determined, they should not be per- 
ormed in this manner ab initio, but are valid after the fact 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:25). 


The handfuls - »25n Kon: The High Priest takes a full 
handful, neither smoothed over nor overflowing, but full 
without spilling (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 4:1). 


The blood spilled - D77 J5wa: If the blood of an offering 
spilled onto the floor from the vessel and was subsequently 
collected, the offering is valid. Conversely, if it spilled onto 
the floor from the neck of the animal and was collected 
into a vessel from there, the offering is disqualified (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:25). 


From the blood of the soul — w337 om: If some of the 
blood from the neck of the animal spilled, so that not all 
of the blood was collected in a vessel, the rite is valid pro- 
vided that the collected blood was the so-called blood 
of the soul, not blood squeezed from it after the initial 
spurt concluded or the blood that bled from the skin. 
This halakha is in accordance with the baraita cited here. 
Apparently, the Rambam maintains that although all the 
blood must be collected ab initio, this is not an indispens- 
able requirement of the rite (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:26). 


Receiving all of the blood — 077 bs nbap: The priest must 
intend to collect all of the sacrificial animal's blood in a ves- 
sel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:8). 
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Rav Pappa: What is the halakha in a case where he stuck the hand- 
ful of flour onto the side of the vessel? After the flour of a meal- 
offering has been separated, it must be placed in a vessel for burning, 
an action that sanctifies the flour. Rav Pappa inquires as to what the 

halakha is if the priest places the flour on the sides, instead of on the 

bottom of the vessel. The Gemara clarifies the two sides of the di- 
lemma: Do we require the handful to be inside the vessel, and that 

is the case here? Or perhaps we require the handful to be placed 

properly inside the vessel, and that is not fulfilled in this instance. 
No answer is found for this question, and the Gemara concludes: Let 

it stand unresolved. 


Mar bar Rav Ashi raised a similar dilemma: What is the halakha if 
the priest overturned the vessel" and stuck the handful to the un- 
derside of the vessel? Do we require the handful to be inside the 

vessel, and that requirement is fulfilled here, as the handful to an 

indentation in the underside; or perhaps we require it to be placed 

properly in the vessel, and that is not the case here?" With regard to 

this question as well, the Gemara states: Let it stand unresolved. 


§ Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: Should the handfuls to which the 
Sages referred be smoothed over or slightly overflowing?’ Rabbi 
Abba said to Rav Ashi: Come and hear an explicit statement in a 
baraita: The handfuls" to which the Sages referred should be nei- 
ther smoothed over nor overflowing, but full, without any flour 
spilling out. 


§ We learned in a mishna there, in Zevahim 32a: If the blood of the 
sacrificial animal spilled" on the floor instead of being collected 
directly into a vessel, and a priest collected it from there into a vessel, 
it is disqualified, as it was not collected properly. Conversely, if the 
blood spilled from the vessel onto the floor, after it was collected 
properly, and a priest collected it and put it back in the vessel, it is 
valid. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? As the 
Sages taught in a halakhic midrash: “And the anointed priest shall 
take from the blood of the bull” (Leviticus 4:5); this means that the 
priest shall take from the blood ofthe soul," i.e., the bull’s blood that 
flows from the place of slaughter as the animal dies, and not from 
the blood of the skin, which bleeds out when the skin is cut before 
the slaughter, nor from the blood squeezed from an animal after the 
initial spurt. 


The baraita interprets the phrase “from the blood of the bull,’ as 
though these words were written in a different order: Blood from 
the bull, i.e., the priest shall receive it directly. For ifit should enter 
your mind that the letter mem, which means “from” in the phrase 
“from the blood of the bull,’ is limiting and indicates that even if the 
priest received some of the blood, his action is acceptable, didn’t 
Rav Yehuda say: He who receives the blood must receive all of the 
blood" of the bull, as it is stated: “And all the blood of the bull he 
shall pour out on the base of the altar” (Leviticus 4:7)? This verse 
emphasizes that the priest must pour all of the bull’s blood, which is 
possible only if he has collected all of it. 


NOTES 


The priest overturned the vessel — xay 9X: The simplest 
understanding of the case is that the priest placed the flour 
inside the vessel in the proper manner, but the vessel itself was 
positioned irregularly, upside down. The Me'iri explains that the 
vessel was turned upside down with the flour placed on the out- 
side, in its concave bottom. The question is whether this space is 
considered to be equivalent to the inside bottom of the vessel, 
or whether this is not considered to be a proper placement. 


Smoothed or overflowing — niwt ix nipa: The Gemara 
already stated that the handful should be taken in the regular 
manner, but although a handful of a meal-offering is typically a 
single hand’s worth without much variance, a handful of incense 
is different. A handful of incense can be a little less than a full 
hand or it can be overflowing, and both would still be consid- 
ered the way that people take handfuls. This explains the need 
for the Gemara’s question (Josafot Yeshanim, Tosefot HaRosh). 
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Rather, learn from this that what is the meaning of the phrase: “From 
the blood of the bull”? It means that the priest must receive the blood 
directly from the bull. And this Sage maintains that the Sages subtract 
and add and interpret homiletically," i.e., one may take a letter from 


one word, insert it into a second word, and explain the phrase in that 


manner. 
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§ Rav Pappa raised a dilemma based on the above ruling: What is 
the halakha if the incense from his handfuls scattered?" Is his hand 
considered like the neck of the animal, and the incense is disquali- 
fied? Or perhaps his hand is considered like a vessel used in the 


Temple service, and if the incense fell from his hand it is not dis- 
qualified. No answer was found for this question either, and the Ge- 
mara again concludes: Let it stand unresolved. 
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§ Rav Pappa raised another dilemma: What is the halakha if the High 
Priest thought a disqualifying thought during the taking of the hand- 
ful of the incense, e.g., if he intended to burn it after its appropriate 
time? Does this thought invalidate the rite or not? Do we say that this 
halakha is derived by means of a verbal analogy of “handfuls” and 


“handfuls,” from the case of a meal-offering, as follows: Just as there, 
with regard to the meal-offering, thought is effective to invalidate it, 
so too here, with regard to taking a handful of incense, thought is ef- 
fective to invalidate it? Or should the two cases not be compared?™4 
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Rav Shimi bar Ashi said to Rav Pappa: Come and hear a resolution 
to your dilemma: Rabbi Akiva added the handful of fine flour and 
the incense, and the frankincense, and the coals that are collected in 
a vessel, to the ruling of the Sages that if one who immersed himself 
during the day touched part of them," he disqualifies all of them. 
Due to the respect in which sacred objects are held, these objects are 


treated as one solid unit. This is so despite the fact that its parts are not 
really attached to each other but are separate small segments and there- 
fore, logically, one who immersed himself during the day should dis- 
qualify only those parts of the item with which he came into direct 


contact. 
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The Gemara explains: It enters your mind that from the fact that one 
who immersed himself during the day disqualifies these items by 
touch, therefore leaving them after their permitted time likewise 


disqualifies them; and from the fact that leaving them after their time 
disqualifies them, therefore thought likewise disqualifies them. Con- 
sequently, as incense is similar to flour with regard to ritual impurity, it 
is also disqualified by the priest’s improper thought. 


MDD IVS 


The Sages subtract and add and interpret homiletically — pis 
pwrin pain: The early commentaries stress that the Sages 
did not change the actual text of the Torah. Rather, the words 
are combined and divided in a manner different from the way 
in which they are traditionally read. This exegetical technique 
is similar to the technique of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili, in which words and letters are combined in a form dif- 
ferent from that in which they normally appear. The Ramban, in 
the introduction to his Commentary on the Torah, provides an 
analysis of this issue from a different perspective and offers a 
comprehensive explanation of its rationale. 


Disqualifications of consecrated objects - wp dye: Con- 
secrated objects are subject to certain disqualifications that do 
not apply to other prohibited items. For example, consecrated 
objects are more susceptible to ritual impurity than teruma in that 
even light impurity of the third degree invalidates them. Another 
example is a consecrated object that was left over longer than its 
designated time, a neglect that disqualifies it. Similarly, disquali- 
fying thoughts occur when the officiating priest intends to use 
the offering or another consecrated item in inappropriate times 


NOTES 


§ Rav Pappa raised another dilemma: 


or places. The thought alone disqualifies the offering. Several 
discussions in the Gemara address the relationship between these 
different forms of disqualification. 


One who immersed himself during the day touched part of 
them - jnypna oi bap yaa: One who immersed himself dur- 
ing the day [tevul yom] is an individual who has immersed and 
is waiting for the sun to set before he is fully purified. This per- 
son remains ritually impure to the second degree, which means 
that any teruma that he touches becomes invalid, while sacred 
items are rendered ritually impure. The level of impurity of the 
tevul yom is sufficient to render food impure but not vessels, 
and even the food he touches does not render other food im- 
pure upon contact. A unique standard exists with regard to a 
tevul yom in that if he touches consecrated items positioned in 
a single vessel they become impure, even if the vessel itself is 
not rendered impure and the various components cannot ren- 
der each other impure. It is a rabbinical decree that his touch 
should render all of these consecrated items impure, as the ves- 
sel combines all the objects it contains for the purposes of ritual 
impurity. 


HALAKHA 
The incense scattered — myivpa Nan: Incense that 
scattered from the hands of the High Priest and was then 
collected should not be burned, but if it was burned, it 
is valid, as the Gemara did not rule definitively on this 
issue (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakip- 
purim 5:25). 


Thought with regard to handfuls of incense - "awn 
nyna: The taking of the handful of incense is a rite of 
the Temple and is invalidated by inappropriate thoughts, 
e.g, the intention to burn it after its appropriate time 
or in an improper place (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:27). 
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HALAKHA 


If he thought during the raking of the coals - awm 
moma nenna: If the priest had inappropriate thoughts 
while raking the coals for the incense, the rite is disquali- 
fied, as actions facilitating an offering are considered like 
the offering itself (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:27 and Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


The right leg in his left hand -bxnwa pa by os: When 
the parts of the daily offering are carried to the ramp, the 
right leg is carried in the priest's left hand, with the place 
of the slaughter facing the priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:11). 


NOTES 


Carrying the blood - mbit: There are four rites that must 
be performed by priests after the slaughtering of an of- 
ering, an act that can be done by anyone: Receiving the 
blood of the animal, carrying the blood in a bowl to the 
altar, sprinkling the blood on the altar, and burning the 
animal's fats and sacrificial parts on the altar. Carrying the 
blood differs in certain aspects from the other three tasks. 
For example, as Rashi states, the other three rites are com- 
manded explicitly in the Torah, which states that they must 
be done by priests, whereas the act of carrying is not men- 
ioned clearly in the text as a distinct rite. Furthermore, the 
tanna‘im point out that whereas the other three acts are 
indispensable to the sequence of the service, carrying the 
blood may be omitted, as the animal can be slaughtered 
next to the altar and the blood sprinkled immediately af- 
er its collection in a bowl, without it being carried at all. 
For this reason, some authorities state that not all of the 
halakhot of the four rites apply to carrying. 


We learned it - mmaa: This phrase, which Rav Sheshet uses 
often, has a precise meaning: The question that you pose 
is answered by a well-known mishna and can be resolved 
by analyzing that mishna. 


Perek V 
Daf49 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Those who are unfit to serve - niaya Doan: A non- 
priest, a mourner on the first day of mourning, a drunk 
priest, and a blemished priest are all unfit for the rites of 
receiving the blood, carrying the blood, and sprinkling it. 
Likewise, these rites are invalidated if performed by a priest 
while sitting or with his left hand (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:15). 
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What is the halakha if he thought invalidating thoughts during the 
raking of the coals?" Does this thought invalidate the incense? The 
Gemara elaborates: The question here is whether actions that facili- 
tate the performance of a mitzva are considered like the mitzva itself. 
Ifso, merely raking the coals, which facilitates the mitzva of the incense, 
is like burning the incense itself; therefore, an improper thought would 
disqualify the incense. Or perhaps actions that facilitate the perfor- 
mance of a mitzva are not considered part of the mitzva itself. No 
answer was found for this question either, and the Gemara once again 
concludes: Let it stand unresolved. 


§ The Sages raised a dilemma before Rav Sheshet: What is the 
halakha with regard to carrying the blood" in one’s left hand? Is this 
action valid, or is carrying, like receiving and sprinkling the blood, an 
act that must be performed with the right hand? Rav Sheshet said to 
them: We already learned it;" there is an answer to this question from 
the mishna: He took the coal pan in his right hand and the spoon in 
his left hand. This proves that although the spoon is carried in the left 
hand to the place of the service, the rite is valid. 


The Gemara asks: And let us resolve this dilemma for them from that 
which we learned in a mishna: The priest who is privileged to carry 
the head and the leg of the daily offering to the ramp carried the right 
leg in his left hand," with its entire hide facing outward and the place 
of the slaughter on the neck facing the priest. This mishna also proves 
that carrying with the left hand is acceptable. 


The Gemara rejects this contention: If the proof is from there, I would 
have said: That applies only to a type of carrying that does not in- 
validate atonement, as even if the limbs are not carried up to the altar, 
atonement is nevertheless achieved through the sprinkling of the 
blood. The rite is valid even if the limbs of the daily offering are not 
burned at all. However, with regard to the type of carrying that does 
invalidate atonement, e.g., carrying the blood to the altar, no, perhaps 
it must be done specifically with the right hand. Rav Sheshet therefore 
teaches us from the mishna that although carrying the spoon is neces- 
sary for the mitzva, the rite is nevertheless valid if it is carried in the 


left hand. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: With regard to receiv- 
ing, carrying, or sprinkling blood, if a non-priest, a mourner on his 

first day of mourning, a drunk priest, and a blemished priest," per- 
formed the rite, it is disqualified. And likewise if the priest was sitting, 
and likewise if he performed one of these rites with his left hand, it is 

disqualified. This statement contradicts the ruling of Rav Sheshet. The 

Gemara concludes: This is indeed a conclusive refutation, and Rav 
Sheshet’s opinion is rejected. 


The Gemara asks: But wasn’t Rav Sheshet the one who objected on 
the basis of this very baraita? As Rav Sheshet said to the interpreter 
of Rav Hisda: Raise the following dilemma before Rav Hisda: What 
is the halakha with regard to carrying the blood performed by a non- 
priest? He said to him: It is valid, and a verse supports me: “And 
they slaughtered the Paschal offering and the priests sprinkled with 
their hand, and the Levites flayed” (11 Chronicles 35:11). This verse 
indicates that the priests took the blood from the hands of the Levites, 
from which it can be inferred that the Levites carried the blood from 
the place of slaughtering to the place of sprinkling. 
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And Rav Sheshet objected based on the aforementioned barai- 
ta: With regard to receiving, carrying, or sprinkling blood, ifa 
non-priest, a mourner on his first day of mourning, a drunk 
priest, and a blemished priest, performed the rite, it is disqual- 
ified. This statement proves that carrying cannot be performed 
by a non-priest. Since Rav Sheshet himself cited this baraita in 
his objection, he was certainly familiar with it. How, then, could 
he issue a ruling in contradiction to the baraita? 


The Gemara explains: After Rav Sheshet heard the baraita that 
was cited against his opinion, he objected to the ruling of Rav 
Hisda from that same baraita. At first Rav Sheshet was unaware 
of the baraita, which is why he ruled against it, but when he 
learned it, he relied upon it to object to Rav Hisda’s statement. 
The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav Hisda cite a verse in support 
of his opinion? How can a baraita contradict a verse? The 
Gemara answers: The verse does not mean that the Levites 
walked with the blood, but rather that they acted like benches" 
and merely stood holding the bowls of blood in their hands. 


§ The Gemara returns to the issue of appropriate methods for 
taking handfuls ofincense. Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: What 
is the halakha with regard to a case where another priest 
scooped" and placed the incense into the hands of the High 
Priest? The Gemara clarifies the two sides of the question: Do 
we require: “His full hands,’ and that is fulfilled here, as in 
practice the High Priest has a handful of incense? Or perhaps 
we require that the High Priest must fulfill the mitzvot: “And he 
shall take...and he shall bring” (Leviticus 16:12), and that is 
not the case here, as the High Priest did not scoop and take the 
incense himself? This question was also left unanswered, and the 
Gemara concludes: Let it stand unresolved. 


§ Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi raised a dilemma: If the High 
Priest scooped and died, what is the halakha with regard to the 
possibility that another High Priest may replace him and enter 
with his handful? May the second priest enter the Holy of Holies 
with the incense that the first priest scooped, or must he start 
from the beginning of the process? Rabbi Hanina’ said to his 
students in excitement: Come and see that Sages from a later 
generation were able to ask a difficult question on par with 
the question of the earlier generations. Even I, Rabbi Hanina, 
asked this same question, which was posed by my elder, Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi. 


HALAKHA 


Another priest scooped — ian yam: Although these cases 
are possibly permitted, the rite should not be performed in 
this manner ab initio, as the Gemara did not provide defini- 
tive rulings in these situations. The first doubtful case is that 
of another priest who takes a handful of incense and places 


Rabbi Hanina - x» +2: This is Rabbi Hanina bar Hama, 
who lived in the transitional generation between the 
tanna'im and amora’‘im. Rabbi Hanina was born in Babylonia, 
but emigrated to Eretz Yisrael at a very young age, where 
he studied Torah from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. His teacher 
was very fond of him, saying that Rabbi Hanina was not 
a human being, but an angel. Rabbi Hanina also studied 
under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s greatest students, in particular 
Rabbi Hiyya. At the time of his death, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
appointed Rabbi Hanina as head of the yeshiva, but in his 
humility, Rabbi Hanina refused to accept the position during 
the lifetime of his older colleague, Rabbi Afas. 


PERSONALITIES 


it in the hands of the High Priest. A second situation arises 
if the High Priest takes the handful and dies, whereupon 
a second priest takes the handful of the first one into the 
Holy of Holies (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 5:28). 


Rabbi Hanina lived in the city of Tzippori, where he dealt 
in the honey trade, from which he grew wealthy. He used 
his money to build a large study hall. Rabbi Hanina is consid- 
ered one of the cleverest scholars of his generation and was 
also renowned for his righteousness and kindness. 

Rabbi Hanina’s halakhic and aggadic statements abound 
both in the Jerusalem and Babylonian Talmuds, and as he 
enjoyed a long and healthy life, he taught many students 
over several generations. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi was his 
student and colleague, and he was also privileged to teach 
Rabbi Yohanan for many years. The amora Rabbi Hama, son 
of Rabbi Hanina, was possibly his son. 


NOTES 
That they acted like benches — Kaby*x nwyn Tay: The Levites 
stood in a row stretching from the place where the animal was 
sacrificed to the place where the blood was sprinkled, and they 
passed the bowls of blood from one to the other without moving 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). Since this transfer is not considered carrying, 
it was permitted for the Levites to do so on Shabbat. 
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BACKGROUND 

White mule - m ms: The Gemara is apparently describing 
a particular breed of mule that was especially wild. This type 
of mule, which was well-bred and fast, was domesticated by 
wealthy people. These mules might have been the offspring 
of breeding donkeys with wild asses. The reference to the legs 
of the mules being white suggests the option that this is a 
reference to the African wild ass, Equus africanus. 


African wild ass 


— ~ HALAKHA —— 
Medicinal foods on Shabbat - nawa 7x97 Down: Although 
the Sages prohibited taking medicines on Shabbat, all foods 
and drinks that healthy people normally eat may be ingested, 
despite the fact that they are being taken for their curative 
properties. However, it is prohibited to take foods and drinks 
that healthy people do not usually eat. This halakha applies to 
people who are in pain. Some commentaries maintain that 
healthy people may eat those foods that are not normally 
eaten, although this point is subject to debate among the early 
commentaries (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:37). 


Medicine on Shabbat - nawa mx151: The Sages prohibited any 
act of healing on Shabbat, including eating or drinking medi- 
cine, exercising or bathing. This restriction applies only when 
one is suffering pain that is not life-threatening. However, one’s 
health overrides Shabbat in any situation where his life might 
be in danger, and in a case of this kind, all forms of treatment 
are permitted. The reason why healing was prohibited was 
due to the fear that medicines might be ground and prepared, 
which would be a violation of grinding, one of the principal 
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NOTES 


The Gemara analyzes this comment: Is that to say that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi was older than Rabbi Hanina, which is why 
Rabbi Hanina referred to him as an early Sage? But didn’t Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi say: Rabbi Hanina permitted me to drink 
cress juice on Shabbat for medicinal purposes. Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi’s deference to Rabbi Hanina shows that Rabbi Hanina was 
older than him. 


Since it has been raised, the Gemara addresses the issue of cress 
juice on Shabbat: Did Rabbi Hanina permit him to drink cress 
juice? It is obvious that it is permitted to drink this juice; why would 
it be prohibited? As we learned in a mishna: All types of food that 
healthy people eat may be eaten by people even for medicinal 
purposes," and one may likewise drink all drinks for medicinal 
purposes, as the Sages did not include these in their decree against 
taking medicine on Shabbat." 


Rather, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi’s question was: Is it permitted 
to grind and drink cress on Shabbat? The Gemara asks: What are 
the circumstances? If it involves a situation where there is danger 
to life, and this is the prescribed cure, it is certainly permitted; and 
if it is a case where there is no danger, it is prohibited as labor on 
Shabbat. The Gemara answers: Actually, the question concerns a 
case where there is a life-threatening danger, and this is the di- 
lemma that he raised before him: Does this drink heal, which 
would mean that it is appropriate to violate Shabbat for it, or does 
it not heal, and therefore one should not violate Shabbat for it? 


The Gemara asks: And if this was not a halakhic question but a 
medical one, what is different about this question that led him to 
ask it specifically of Rabbi Hanina? The Gemara explains: Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi asked Rabbi Hanina because he is an expert in 
medicines, as Rabbi Hanina said: No man ever consulted me 
about a wound inflicted by a white mule® and recovered. This 
shows that people came to Rabbi Hanina for medical advice. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this claim: But we see that people 
who are kicked by mules do survive. The Gemara answers that in- 
stead it should say: No man ever consulted me about a wound of 
this kind and the wound survives, i.e., the wound never heals. The 
Gemara challenges this statement as well: But we see that it does 
heal. The Gemara responds: We say that the wound will never heal 
only when the mules are red and the tops of their legs are white. 


The Gemara returns to its previous question. In any event, one can 
learn from this discussion that Rabbi Hanina was older" than 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. Why, then, does Rabbi Hanina refer to 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi as a member of an earlier generation? 
Rather, we must explain that this is what he said, i.e., that Rabbi 
Hanina’s statement should be understood as follows: Their ques- 
tion is like the question of the early ones." In other words, Rabbi 
Hanina meant that this question, posed by a member of a later 
generation, is as difficult as that of the early Sages. 


categories of labor on Shabbat. Due to this concern, all forms 
of healing were prohibited, including those that do not involve 
grinding. 


That Rabbi Hanina was older — wp xan a7: Why does the 
fact that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi asked Rabbi Hanina for his 
medical opinion prove that he was older? While this shows that 
he was a medical expert, he still could have been younger than 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. The answer is that Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi's answer refers to a request from a Sage for halakhic 


permission. The phrase: He permitted me, is not generally used 
for medical advice (Ritva). 


Their question is like the question of the early ones — nhew 
DWN bw mrewe: Some commentaries suggest that Rabbi 
Hanina's students asked him this question, prompting him to 
respond: The students’ question is like that of the early Sages. 
This early Sage is a reference to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, who 
was greater than the students in age and wisdom, and who had 
already asked that same question (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Hanina actually say that this 
question, of one High Priest using the incense scooped by an- 
other, was difficult to answer? But didn’t Rabbi Hanina say: 
“With this Aaron shall come into the sacred place, with a bull” 
(Leviticus 16:3); this means that the High Priest must enter with 
the offering of a bull and not with the blood of the bull? In 
other words, the High Priest himself must slaughter his bull. 
Should a different priest slaughter the bull, receive its blood, and 
then die, the priest who replaces him may not enter the Holy of 
Holies with the blood of the bull slaughtered by his predecessor. 
Instead, he must bring a new bull, slaughter it, collect its blood, 
and take that blood inside. 


And likewise, Rabbi Hanina said: If the priest scooped the in- 
cense before the slaughtering of the bull, he did nothing, as 
the handful of incense must be taken after the slaughter of the 
bull. If so, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, it is 
impossible for a priest to enter the Sanctuary with the handful 
taken by his fellow priest. The reason is that if the first priest died 
after the handful was taken, he certainly has not yet entered with 
the blood he collected from the bull. Consequently, his slaughter 
was not effective for the substitute priest, who must repeat the 
entire service from the slaughter onward. 


The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Hanina said: From 
the fact that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi raised this dilemma, it 
can be understood by inference that he holds that the verse 
“with a bull” means that the High Priest may enter the Holy of 
Holies even with the blood ofa bull. This means that the second 
priest does not have to go back and slaughter a second bull. And 
according to that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi maintains, 
his question is like the question of the earlier generations. 
Although the question does not arise according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Hanina himself, according to the ruling of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi, the question is indeed a difficult one. 


The Gemara asks: What halakhic conclusion was reached about 
this matter? What in fact is the ruling in a situation where the 
High Priest took a handful of incense and then died? May the 
newly appointed High Priest use the handful that has already 
been scooped, or does he require a new handful? Rav Pappa 
said: The resolution of this question depends on a different 
problem. If the High Priest scoops the handful when he takes 
the incense from the coal pan, and again scoops" a handful in 
the Holy of Holies, this would mean that another priest may 
enter with the handful of the first High Priest, as the mitzva of 
scooping the handful has been fulfilled. However, if the High 
Priest does not scoop and again scoop, let the dilemma be 
raised. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rav Pappa: On the 
contrary, if the High Priest scoops and again scoops, another 
priest should not be permitted to enter with his handful, as it 
is impossible that the new handful will be neither less nor 
more than the amount of the first handful, which means the 
handful will not have been taken properly. But conversely, ifhe 
does not scoop and again scoop, let the dilemma be raised, as 
the mitzva of taking a handful has already been fulfilled by the 
first priest, and the second priest has merely to place the incense 
on the coals. 


NOTES 


And again scoops — jim) Win: The question is whether the 


Torah’s mitzva, “and he shall take. . .his hands full. ..and bring” 


(Leviticus 16:12), indicates that, ideally, the High Priest must 
bring the incense by hand. In practice, as he cannot carry the 


coal pan, he necessarily must place the incense in a vessel, 


yet he should try to follow the verse’s instruction as closely 
as possible. Alternatively, perhaps this requirement is not 
indispensable, and if he is unable to touch the incense by 
hand in the Holy of Holies, he has nevertheless fulfilled his 
obligation (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 
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NOTES 
How should he act - ngiy KYT 1%: According to most 
commentaries, after the High Priest placed the coal pan 
between the staves of the Ark poles or on the foundation 
rock, he held the spoon between his two hands. Using his 
thumbs, he slowly inched it toward him until he was able 


to turn it over into his hands. Conversely, the Rambam, pre- 


sumably on the basis of a variant text of the Gemara, states 
that the High Priest used his thumbs to slowly empty the 
contents of the spoon into his hands. 


If he slaughtered and died — nn) pnw: Since the second 
priest is the agent of the first High Priest, or the agent of 
the entire Jewish people, it is possible that he is allowed 
to continue to perform the action of the first priest (Tosafot 
Yeshanim). 


HALAKHA 


The procedure for burning the incense in the Holy of 
Holies - mopa wpa mwy JI: The High Priest holds 
the edge of the incense spoon with his fingertips or with his 
teeth and pours the incense into his hands a second time. 
Next, he heaps the incense onto the coals in the coal pan, as 
stated in the baraita cited here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 4:1). 


With a bull and even with its blood - inta yon 393: If 
the High Priest dies after he slaughtered the sin- offering bull 
on Yom Kippur, the priest who replaces him takes the blood 


of that bull into the Holy of Holies. The Rambam rules in ac- 


cordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi, as he is a later Sage 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:13). 
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The Gemara explains the background to this problem. As a dilemma 
was raised before the Sages: Does the High Priest scoop a handful 
from the incense once and again scoop a handful a second time in 
the Holy of Holies, or does he not scoop a second time? The Ge- 
mara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from 
the mishna: This was the measure of the spoon. What, is it not 
correct to infer from the mishna that just as its measure is on the 
outside, so is its measure on the inside, i.e., there is no need to 
scoop another handful, as this is its fixed measure that he pours onto 
the coal pan. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, that is not necessarily the 
correct interpretation of the mishna. Perhaps it means that if he 
wants to measure a precise amount for his handful, he may mea- 
sure with a utensil for this purpose. Alternatively, it could mean that 
he may take neither less nor more than the measure he initially took. 
Consequently, there is no proof from the mishna with regard to 
whether the High Priest must scoop a second handful. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear a resolution to this 
dilemma from a baraita: 


How should the High Priest act" in the Holy of Holies, when he 
needs to place the incense on the coals by taking a handful from the 
spoon and placing it in his hands? After he places the coal pan on 
the ground, he holds the front of the ladle, i.e., the spoon of incense, 
with his fingertips, and some say he holds it with his teeth. At this 
stage the handle of the spoon rests between his arms. And he push- 
es it and raises it up slowly with his thumb toward his body until it 
reaches between his elbows, which he then uses to turn it over. He 
then returns the incense into his palms, after which he pours it from 
his hands into the coal pan." And he heaps the incense into a pile 
on the coals so that its smoke rises slowly. And some say he does 
the opposite, that he scatters it so that its smoke rises quickly. 


And this taking of a handful of incense is the most difficult sacrificial 
rite in the Temple. The Gemara asks: This one is the hardest rite, 
and no other? But there is pinching, which is also considered ex- 
tremely difficult; and there is taking a handful of a meal-offering, 
another complex rite. Rather, this taking of a handful of incense 
is one of the most difficult rites in the Temple, rather than the 
single most difficult one. In any event, you can learn from this that 
the High Priest scoops a handful and again scoops. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, learn from this that it is so. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If a High Priest slaugh- 
tered the bull and died," what is the halakha with regard to wheth- 
er another High Priest may enter the Holy of Holies with the blood 

of the bull that his predecessor slaughtered? Do we say that the verse: 

“With this Aaron shall come into the sacred place, with a bull” 
(Leviticus 16:3) teaches that the priest must enter with the blood of 
a bull, but it need not necessarily be the blood of the bull he himself 
slaughtered, and in that case he may enter even with the blood" of 
a bull slaughtered by someone else? Or perhaps the verse should 

be interpreted precisely: “With a bull,” and not with the blood of 
a bull slaughtered by another? 


The Sages disputed this matter. Rabbi Hanina says: “With a bull,” 
and not with the blood of a bull, which means that the newly ap- 
pointed High Priest must slaughter another bull, as he can enter only 

with the blood of a bull he himself slaughtered. And Reish Lakish 

said: “With a bull,” and even with the blood of a bull. Likewise, 
Rabbi Ami said: “With a bull” and not with the blood of a bull; 

Rabbi Yitzhak said: “With a bull,’ and even with the blood of a 

bull. 
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Rabbi Ami raised an objection to Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha, the 
smith: To join a group of people who arranged to partake together 
of a single Paschal offering, individuals may register as part of a 
group and they may withdraw from it and join another group 
until the offering is slaughtered. And if it is so, that the blood of 
an animal is considered part of the offering, this tanna who au- 
thored this statement should have said that they may withdraw 
until the blood is sprinkled. If, as you maintain, the blood of an 
offering is part of the offering itself, why can’t a person register to 
or withdraw from a group of a Paschal offering until its blood is 
sprinkled? 


He answered him: It is different there, as it is written: “And if the 
household is too small for a lamb [mehiyot miseh], he and his 
neighbor who is next to his house” (Exodus 12:4). The phrase 
“mehiyot miseh” is read as meihiyutei deseh, from the life of a lamb. 
In other words, one can withdraw from a group only as long as the 
lamb is alive. If so, its blood is not considered part of the Paschal 
lamb by a special decree of the Torah, which does not apply to Yom 
Kippur. 


Mar Zutra raised an objection: And one may not redeem™ a 
male firstborn donkey with a calf, nor with an undomesticated 
animal, nor with a slaughtered lamb, nor with an animal with a 
condition that will cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa], 
nor with the product of the prohibited crossbreeding" of a lamb 
and a goat, nor with a koy," a kosher animal with characteristics 
ofboth a domesticated animal and a non-domesticated animal, but 
with a lamb. This proves that a slaughtered animal is not consid- 
ered a lamb. The Gemara rejects this claim: It is different there, as 
that tanna derives a verbal analogy of “lamb” (Exodus 13:13) and 
“lamb” (Exodus 12:4.) from the Paschal offering: Just as a slaugh- 
tered lamb cannot be used for a Paschal offering, the same applies 
to the case ofa firstborn donkey. 


The Gemara asks: If so, just as there, the Paschal offering must be 

male, unblemished, and a year old, so too here, for the redemp- 
tion of a firstborn donkey, one should be obligated to use a male 

that is unblemished and a year old. Therefore the verse states: 

“And every firstborn of a donkey you shall redeem with a lamb; and 

if you shall not redeem it, then you shall break its neck” (Exodus 

13:13). The repetition of: “You shall redeem,” “you shall not re- 
deem,” serves to amplify the definition of the offering and include 

other animals as acceptable for this redemption, not merely those 

fit for the Paschal offering. 


The Gemara asks: If the phrases “You shall redeem” “you shall 
redeem” serve to amplify, even all animals should also be fit for 
the redemption of a firstborn donkey, including a calf, undomes- 
ticated beast, a slaughtered animal, and the other exceptions listed 
above. The Gemara answers: If so, what purpose does the verbal 
analogy of “lamb” serve? Rather, it is evident that certain animals 
are included while others are excluded. In any case, it is clear that 
the halakha of the blood of the bull on Yom Kippur cannot be 
derived from here. 


NOTES 


addressing the issue of which kind of lamb is referred to here 


Paschal lamb was sacrificed in groups. neil men indv wom- 
en would register for a group that would sacrifice a single 
lamb. The people assigned to that group would eat the of- 
fering on the night of the Festival. Individuals could join or 
withdraw from these groups, and join other groups, whether 
or not they were members of the same family, provided that 
the animal had not yet been sacrificed. 


Redeeming a firstborn donkey — iam W3 71799: The Torah 
states: "And every firstborn of a donkey you shall redeem with 
a lamb” (Exodus 13:13), which means that a lamb must be 
given to a priest for every firstborn donkey. If the owner fails 
to do this, the donkey's neck must be broken. The Gemara is 


by the Torah. 


Crossbreeding - obs: This is referring to a crossbreed of a 
sheep anda goat. Although both sheep and goats individually 
can be used to redeem firstborn donkeys, mixed offspring are 
not appropriate for this purpose. 


Koy — 43: The koy features many times in talmudic discus- 
sions, due to the uncertainty of whether it is a domesticated 
or an undomesticated animal. Sometimes the koy is treated 
as distinct category of its own, neither fully domesticated nor 
non-domesticated. Here, however, as a lamb is required, the 
Gemara must be referring to a type of koy that is half a sheep 
and half non-domesticated. 


HALAKHA 
They may register and withdraw — on) pawia mya): Until 
the Paschal offering is slaughtered, individuals are permitted 
to join groups or to withdraw from them and join others. Once 
the animal has been slaughtered, one may not withdraw from 
his group (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:14). 


Redeeming a firstborn donkey — sinn 93 1119: One may 
not redeem a firstborn donkey with a calf, an undomesticated 
animal, a slaughtered lamb, a tereifa, a crossbreed, or with a koy, 
but only with a lamb or a goat that is alive and unblemished 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 12:8). 
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HALAKHA 


A sin-offering whose owners have died — nnwy nxen 
pwa: A sin-offering whose owners died is left to die 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:1). 


NOTES 


Sin-offerings left to die - ning nixen: There are five 
circumstances in which animals designated as sin- 
offerings are not sacrificed but are put to death instead. 
These animals are not killed directly by human hands, as 
it is prohibited to harm a consecrated animal, but they 
are locked up and left to starve to death. These cases 
are: The offspring of a sin-offering; an animal substituted 
for a sin-offering; a sin-offering whose owners have al- 
ready gained atonement through another sin-offering; a 
sin-offering whose owners have died; and a sin-offering 
of a sheep or a goat that is more than a year old. The 
authorities debate the details of this halakha, e.g., wheth- 
er communal sin-offerings are subject to these rules if the 
owners have died. 


Goats for a sin of idolatry — TH ATAY yW: If an entire 
community inadvertently sinned in the realm of idola- 
try due to a mistaken ruling of the court, the people 
must bring a bull as a burnt-offering and a goat as a 
sin-offering for their atonement (Numbers 15:24). The 
early commentaries note that the terminology of the 
Gemara is imprecise here, as only a single goat is brought. 
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§ Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha raised an objection to Rabbi Ami: “And 
he shall remove the entire bull outside the camp” (Leviticus 4:12). 
This verse speaks of a bull that has been slaughtered and its fats and 
sacrificial parts have been burned, which proves that even after it has 
been slaughtered, it is still called a bull. Rabbi Ami replied: The animal 
itself is not called a bull at this stage; rather, it means that he should 
remove the entire carcass, all that remains of the bull. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty by citing a verse: “And the bull 
of the sin-offering and the goat of the sin-offering, whose blood was 
brought in to make atonement in the Sanctuary, shall be taken outside 
the camp” (Leviticus 16:27). Once again, the verse proves that even 
after it has been slaughtered and its blood is brought into the Holy of 
Holies, the animal is still called a bull. Rav Pappa said: Everyone 
agrees that when it is intact, with its hide, its flesh, and its excrement, 
it is called a bull. When they disagree is with regard to the blood. 
One Sage holds that its blood is called a bull, and one Sage holds 
that blood alone is not called a bull. 


Rav Ashi said: It is reasonable to say in accordance with the one 
who said that blood is called part of the bull, as it is written: “With 
this Aaron shall come into the sacred place, with a bull” (Leviticus 
16:3). Is that to say that he brings it in, to the Holy of Holies, with its 
horns? Rather, he enters with its blood, and yet the Torah calls that 
“a bull? This proves that the blood itself is called a bull. 


The Gemara asks: And the other one, who maintains that blood is 
not called a bull, how does he interpret this verse? The Gemara an- 
swers that he can explain the verse as follows: With what did Aaron 
become qualified to enter the sacred place? With his bringing of a 
young bull for a sin-offering. However, the blood itself, which he 
brings inside, is not called a bull. 


§ The Gemara returns to the issue of a replacement High Priest enter- 
ing with the blood of the first bull: And let him derive the answer to 
this problem from the fact that it is a sin-offering whose owners have 
died." After all, the bull of the first High Priest is a sin-offering and its 
owner has died. Since there is a principle that a sin-offering whose 
owners have died is left to die," this should resolve the dilemma. 
Ravin bar Rav Adda said to Rava: Your students say that Rav Am- 
ram said that the sin-offering bull of the High Priest is a communal 
sin-offering, as the High Priest brings it both on his own behalf and 
for his fellow priests, and a communal sin-offering is not left to die. 


As we learned in a mishna in tractate Temura that tanna’im debate 
which offerings override Shabbat and ritual impurity. Rabbi Meir said 
to him: But consider the Yom Kippur bull, and the meal-offering 
resembling a wafer brought specially by the High Priest, and the 
Paschal offering, each of which is an individual offering and over- 
rides Shabbat and ritual impurity. Since Rabbi Meir says that these 
are individual offerings, is it not correct to say by inference that there 
is one who says that these offerings are communal? 


The Gemara rejects this proof. And according to your reasoning, 
consider that which was taught there: Rabbi Ya’akov said to him: 
But there are the cases of the bull for an unwitting communal sin, 
and the goats for a sin of idolatry," and the Festival peace-offering, 
which are all communal offerings and override neither Shabbat nor 
ritual impurity. According to the above reasoning, it can be claimed 
by inference that there is one who says that these are individual 
offerings, which is incorrect. 
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Rather, Rabbi Meir responded to the first tanna, as he heard him 
say in the form of a general principle: Communal sacrifices over- 
ride Shabbat and ritual impurity, but individual sacrifices over- 
ride neither Shabbat nor ritual impurity. In response to this claim, 
Rabbi Meir said to him: Is this statement with regard to an indi- 
vidual offering a general principle? But consider the Yom Kippur 
bull, and the meal-offering resembling a wafer of the High Priest, 
and the Paschal offering, each of which is an individual offering 
and overrides Shabbat and ritual impurity. 


And Rabbi Ya’akov responded to the first tanna from a different 
perspective: Is this statement with regard to a communal offering a 
general principle, which overrides ritual impurity? But there are the 
cases of the bull for an unwitting communal sin, and the goats for 
asin ofidolatry, and the Festival peace-offering, which are all com- 
munal offerings and override neither Shabbat nor ritual impurity. 


Rather, grasp this principle: Any offering that has a fixed time" for 
its sacrifice overrides Shabbat and ritual impurity even if it is an 
individual offering; and any offering of no fixed time overrides 
neither Shabbat nor ritual impurity, and this is the case even if it 
is a communal offering. With regard to the issue at hand, as the 
emphasis of both Rabbi Meir’s and Rabbi Ya’akov’s statements is 
whether the offerings they referred to override Shabbat and ritual 
impurity, not their classification as individual or communal offerings, 
nothing can be inferred from their comments in this regard. Conse- 
quently, it remains possible that the bull of the High Priest is an 
individual offering. 


§ Abaye raised an objection to Rava: Is the bull of the High Priest 
an individual offering? But we learned in a baraita: With regard to 
the bull and the goat of Yom Kippur that were lost," and he sepa- 
rated others in their stead, and the first animals were subsequently 
found, all of the second set shall be left to die. And likewise, goats 
for a sin of idolatry that were lost and he separated others in their 
stead, all of them shall be left to die. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: They shall be left to 
graze until they become unfit," whereupon they are sold and their 
proceeds go for a free-will offering, as a communal sin-offering 
is not left to die. This proves that the Yom Kippur bull is called a 
communal sin-offering. 


Rava said to Abaye: What bull is referred to here? A bull for an 
unwitting communal sin. Abaye retorted: But the baraita taught: 
Of Yom Kippur, which clearly indicates that it is referring to the bull 
of Yom Kippur. Rava answered: When the tanna of this baraita 
taught: Of Yom Kippur, he was referring only to the goat. That is, 
the baraita should be read as follows: The communal bull and the 
goat of Yom Kippur, which is also a communal offering. 


Abaye further asks: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to 
the bull of Yom Kippur and the goat of Yom Kippur that were lost 
and he separated others in their stead, and the first animals were 
subsequently found, all of the second set shall be left to die. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon 
say: They shall be left to graze until they become unfit, whereupon 
they are sold and their proceeds go for a free-will offering, as a 
communal sin-offering is not left to die. This baraita explicitly states 
that the bull of Yom Kippur is considered a communal offering. 


Rava answered him: Do not say: As a communal sin-offering is not 
left to die. Rather, say: As a sin-offering of partners is not left to 
die." Since some of the partners are still alive, the sin-offering is not 
left to die. The bull of the High Priest on Yom Kippur is considered 
a sin-offering of partners because it atones not only for the High 
Priest, but for his fellow priests, as well. The Gemara asks: And if 
ultimately the bull is not left to die, what is the practical difference 
whether the bull of the High Priest is considered a communal sin- 
offering or a sin-offering of partners? Why did Rava insist on calling 
it a sin-offering of partners? 


HALAKHA 

An offering that has a fixed time — idaw jay? 
aap: An offering for which there is a fixed time 
for its sacrifice overrides both Shabbat and ritual 
impurity, whether the offering is communal or 
individual, as stated both here and in tractate 
Zevahim, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMik- 
dash 4:9). 


The bull and goat of Yom Kippur that were lost - 
Ix NEST OF bw spyw 9: If the Yom Kippur 
bull and goat were lost and replaced but then 

found again, the substitutes are left to graze until 

they become blemished. At this point they are 

sold, with the proceeds going for the purchase of 
public free-will offerings. The same halakha ap- 
plies to goats of idolatry that were lost. The Ram- 
bam rules here in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon in their dispute 

with Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:2). 


A sin-offering of partners is not left to die — px 
ming DaMwi NKUN: A sin-offering that belongs 
to partners, including the bull of the High Priest 
on Yom Kippur in which his fellow priests have a 
share, is not left to die if one of the partners passes 
away, but is taken out to graze until it develops 
a blemish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom Hakippurim 5:13). 


NOTES 

They shall graze until they become unfit - yY 
jax ty: Most offerings that have been ren- 
dered invalid are left alone until they develop a 
blemish. At that point they can be redeemed, 
with the money of their sale going for various 
purposes, depending on the particular type of 
offering. 
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NOTES 


A bull for a ruling — agina 39: The Torah commands that 
if a court issues an erroneous ruling that the community 
proceeds to follow, the community must bring a bull to 
atone for its sin (Leviticus 4:13-21). The Gemara discusses 
the definition of a community with regard to this halakha. 
According to some opinions, even an entire tribe that sinned 
due to the ruling of a tribal court is obligated to bring this 
offering. What remains uncertain is whether the tribe of Levi 
is considered a community for this purpose. Likewise, it is 
unclear whether the priests, who have their own court, are 
considered a community or not. After all, they are merely 
part of a tribe, without their own inheritance of land. If the 
priests are not considered a community but a collection of 
individuals, each person would have to bring his own private 
offering for committing an inadvertent sin. 


Perek V 
Daf50 Amud b 


NOTES 

One who consecrates and one who seeks atonement — 
38373) wpn: Usually, the person who seeks atonement is 

the one who consecrates the offering. However, it is permit- 
ted to consecrate an animal for another person's atonement, 
provided that the recipient is aware of the consecration. In 

certain situations where one person consecrates an animal 

for another person's offering, e.g., for a nazirite or a woman 

after childbirth, the beneficiary need not be aware of the 

consecration. Since the sacrifice is consecrated for someone 

else's atonement, the beneficiary becomes the owner for all 

intents and purposes, including the ability to effect substitu- 
tion. Conversely, with regard to the halakha that the person 

who consecrates an item has to add a fifth to its value in 

the event that he redeems it, in this case this requirement 
applies only to the one who actually consecrated the animal 

(see Me'iri). 


HALAKHA 

The one who consecrates adds a fifth - -poin wtpan 
win: One who redeems a sacred item that he himself con- 
secrated must add a fifth of its value to the funds. Even if he 

consecrated the item on behalf of someone else, it is still 

the one who dedicated the animal who adds a fifth, not the 

person for whom the offering atones (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 7:4). 


The one for whom it atones can perform substitution — 
Mwan Mbip 83m7: If a person consecrated an animal to 
atone for someone else, the beneficiary has the power of 
effecting substitution, not the one who consecrated the ani- 
mal (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaHaramim 7:4). 
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The Gemara answers that there is a difference between these two 
categories with regard to a court that issues an incorrect ruling to an 
entire community, e.g., a tribe of Israel, and the people act in accor- 
dance with that ruling. The halakha in this case is that the court must 
bring a bull for an unwitting communal sin. Rava insisted on refer- 
ring to the bull that atones for all of the priests on Yom Kippur as a 
sin-offering of partners, not a communal sin-offering, for the follow- 
ing reason: If a court composed of priests issued a mistaken ruling, 
and the priests acted in accordance with that teaching, the priests 
do not bring a bull for this ruling," as they are not considered a 
community but a large partnership. 


The Gemara offers another solution to the question. Come and hear, 
as Rabbi Elazar raised the following dilemma: 


According to Rabbi Meir, who says that the bull of Yom Kippur is 
an offering of an individual, can one perform substitution for this 
animal or can one not perform substitution in this case? In other 
words, if the High Priest violated a prohibition and designated a 
substitute by saying that this bull should be switched with another, 
does the substitution take effect or not? Is it not correct to say by 
inference from the wording of Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma that there is 
one who says that these offerings are communal? 


The Gemara rejects this contention: No, this is no proof, as one can 
say by inference that there is one who says that these offerings are 
of partners. There is no definitive proof that the bull of Yom Kippur 
is a communal sacrifice. In any event, the question of why the bull 
is not invalidated upon the death of the High Priest has been re- 
solved, as the reason is either because it is a communal sacrifice or 
because it is a sacrifice of partners. 


§ Since the Gemara has mentioned Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma, the 
Gemara addresses the matter itself. Rabbi Elazar asked: According 
to Rabbi Meir, who says that the bull of Yom Kippur is an indi- 
vidual offering, can one perform substitution for this animal or 
can one not perform substitution? The Gemara asks: What is the 
dilemma he is raising? What is the basis of his inquiry? 


The Gemara suggests that his dilemma is as follows: Do we follow 
the one who consecrates the animal, i.e., the High Priest, as he was 
the one who paid for it, in which case it is considered an individual 
sacrifice and his substitution is effective? Or do we follow the one 
who seeks atonement" by the offering, and as this bull atones both 
for the High Priest and the entire community of his fellow priests, 
it is considered a communal sacrifice, and therefore his substitution 
is not effective? The question is: Which party is followed for the 
purposes of substitution? 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this possible interpretation of 
Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma: It is obvious that we follow the one who 
seeks atonement, as Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
With regard to one who consecrates his animal for an offering but 
intends it for someone else’s atonement, ifhe subsequently redeems 
the animal, he adds a fifth" to it. This is in accordance with the 
halakha that one who redeems an animal that he himself dedicated 
must add a fifth ofits value to the redemption, whereas if the person 
for whom it atones redeems it, he does not add a fifth. And the 
one for whom the sacrifice atones can perform substitution" for 
it, whereas the one who consecrated the animal cannot effect 
substitution, as he is not considered its owner for the halakhot of 
substitution. 
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And likewise, with regard to one who separates teruma from his wheat 
for the wheat of another," to spare his friend from having to separate his 
own teruma, although the friend’s produce is now exempt from the obliga- 
tion of teruma, the benefit of discretion" is his, the one who separated the 
teruma. The one who separated the teruma is entitled to determine which 
priest receives the teruma, despite the fact that the teruma was separated 
for the crop of another. Similarly, when someone consecrates an animal 
for another person, it is the one who gains atonement that can perform 
substitution. If so, there is no place for Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma. 


The Gemara rejects this suggested explanation of Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma: 
Actually, it is obvious to Rabbi Elazar that we follow the one who seeks 
atonement by the offering, and this is his dilemma: Do his fellow priests 
achieve atonement by the essence of the offering, i.e., part of the offering 
is sacrificed on their behalf, which means they are partners in the bull? Or 
perhaps they achieve atonement incidentally," while the main atone- 
ment is that of the High Priest. If the atonement of the other priests is 
merely incidental, the High Priest can effect substitution with this bull. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma: There 
is a stricture that applies to the initial sacrifice, beyond the strictures that 
apply to the designated substitute;" and there is a stricture that applies 
to the substitution, beyond the strictures that apply to the sacrifice. The 
baraita elaborates: There is a stricture that applies to the initial sacrifice, 
as the sanctity of the sacrifice applies to an individual as it does to a 
community, and the sacrifice overrides Shabbat and ritual impurity, and 
one can perform substitution for the original sacrifice, which is not the 
case with regard to the substitute, to which these halakhot do not apply. 


The baraita continues: There is a stricture that applies to the substitute 
beyond the strictures that apply to the initial sacrifice, in that the sanc- 
tity of the substitution takes effect even on a permanently blemished 
animal." And the substitute cannot vacate its sanctified status and assume 
non-sacred status; that is, it may only be sacrificed as an offering and 
eaten but under no circumstance can it be redeemed for its wool to be 
sheared and to be worked, which is not the case with regard to the initial 
sacrifice, as it can be redeemed in certain situations. 


The Gemara explains: What are the circumstances of this sacrifice? What 
exactly is the sacrifice referred to in this baraita? If we say it is the sacrifice 
of an individual, does the sacrifice of an individual override Shabbat and 
ritual impurity? Rather, if you say that we are dealing with the sacrifice 
of acommunity, can one perform substitution for a communal sacrifice? 
Rather, is it not the case that we are dealing here with the Yom Kippur 
bull, which overrides Shabbat and ritual impurity, as it is a sacrifice that 
has a fixed time? And likewise, one can perform substitution for this 
offering, as it is an offering of an individual. This interpretation resolves 
Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma. 


The Gemara rejects this contention. Rav Sheshet said: No, this is no proof, 
as it can be claimed that the baraita is referring to the ram of Aaron" that 
the High Priest sacrifices as a burnt-offering on Yom Kippur, as the verse 
states: “With this Aaron shall come into the sacred place, with a young bull 
for a sin-offering and a ram for a burnt-offering” (Leviticus 16:3). This 
offering is certainly the High Priest’s alone and is therefore classified as the 
offering of an individual. 


The benefit of discretion — Axa naw: The one who separated 
teruma has the privilege of choosing which priest receives 
the produce. Although it is considered distasteful for a priest 
to pay for teruma in any way, there is no prohibition against 
somebody seeking to benefit a particular priest by giving the 
one who separated teruma a gift in exchange for his decision 
to give the teruma to that priest. This right of determination 
applies even if the person separated teruma 


of another. 


Incidentally [bekufeya] — x»517a: Rabbeinu Hananel reads: 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 
One who separates from his wheat for the wheat 
of another - ivan bw by bwn Dyin: With regard 
to teruma, a person is permitted to separate pro- 
duce from his own crops on behalf of someone 
else's yield, thereby exempting the beneficiary from 
further separation of teruma. The donor retains the 
benefit of determining who receives the teruma, 
which means he may give it to the priest of his 
choice (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:2). 


Substitution takes effect on a permanently blem- 
ished animal — yiap ova bya by abn nyan: The 
status of substitution takes effect on a permanently 
blemished animal. This animal can be redeemed 
but one cannot entirely vacate its sacred status, 
and therefore its wool may not be sheared nor may 
it be put to work (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Temura 3:5). 


The ram of Aaron - fax bw soe: The High Priest 
can effect substitution on the ram he sacrifices on 
Yom Kippur, as stated by Rav Sheshet. This halakha 
is not the subject of debate (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Temura 1:10). 


Behekefa, round about, i.e., the other priests gain atonement 
only if they are actually standing around the High Priest and 
hear the confession that he offers on their behalf. 


Substitute - man: The possibility of substitution is mentioned 
in the Torah (Leviticus 27:10), and a tractate of the Mishna 
(Temura) focuses on its halakhot. The main features of this 
concept are as follows: The Torah prohibits substituting any 
offering, whether whole or blemished, for another animal. One 
who does so violates a prohibition and receives lashes as a 
punishment. Nevertheless, despite the fact that this switch is 


rom the crops 


prohibited, if an act of substitution is performed, the second 
animal does acquire a measure of sanctity, while 
animal also remains sacred. All animals can be used as substi- 
tutes, whether they are whole or blemished, and the animal 
designated as a substitute can never be worked or redeemed. 
The fate of the substitute varies with the particular 
fering. In some instances, such as a substitute for a sin-offering, 
the animal is left to die. In other cases, such as a guilt-offering, 
the animal is put out to graze until it becomes blemis 
some substitutes, e.g., that of a peace-offering, are consecrated 
in addition to the original animal. 
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HALAKHA 


The substitute for a sin-offering is left to die - 
xh mina nyn moan: A substitute for a sin- 
offering is left to die (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 41, Hilkhot Temura 3:1). 
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A firstborn or an animal tithe — Wy 133: The offerings of the 
firstborn and of the animal tithe differ from all other offerings in 
the manner of their consecration. The firstborn is consecrated 
in utero, i.e., the firstborn calf is automatically sacred; similarly, 


The Gemara comments: So, too, it is reasonable that this is the offering 
referred to in the baraita, for if it should enter your mind to say that we 
are dealing with the bull of the High Priest, consider the following: Is it 
only Shabbat and ritual impurity that the substitution of the bull does 
not override, which indicates that one may sacrifice this substitute on 
a weekday? It is a substitute for a sin-offering, and the halakha is that 
the substitute for a sin-offering is left to die." Rather, we certainly must 
be dealing with the ram for a burnt-offering, as the substitute for a burnt- 
offering cannot be sacrificed. 


The Gemara rejects this supporting argument: No, it is actually possible 
that the offering referred to in the baraita is the Yom Kippur bull of the 
High Priest, and what is the substitution that was mentioned? It does 
not refer to a substitution of the bull, but rather the baraita deals with the 
general category of substitution, i.e., it means that the phenomenon of 
substitution in general includes halakhot that do not apply to offerings. 


The Gemara asks: If so, one can also say that the sacrifice mentioned in 
the baraita means the general category of sacrifices, rather than a spe- 
cific offering. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: The baraita is not 
teaching about a general category of sacrifices, i.e., it is definitely not 
dealing with the phenomenon of offerings in general. 


The Gemara continues: From where do I know that this is so? From the 

fact that it is taught: There is a stricture that applies to the substitution 
beyond the strictures that apply to the initial offering, in that the sanc- 
tity of the substitution takes effect even on a permanently blemished 

animal, and the substitute cannot vacate its sanctified status and assume 

non-sacred status for its wool to be sheared and to be worked. And 

should it enter your mind to say: What is the sacrifice mentioned here, 
it means the general category of sacrifices; this cannot be the case, as 

there is an example of an offering to which these halakhot also apply, 


e.g., a firstborn or an animal tithe,“ the sanctity of which takes effect 
even on a permanently blemished animal, and this offering cannot 
vacate its sanctified status and assume non-sacred status for its wool to 
be sheared and to be worked. Rather, you must say that the baraita is 
not teaching a general category of sacrifices, but when it states: Offering, 
it is referring to a particular one. 


The Gemara asks: And what is different about the two statements, i.e., 
why does the tanna deal with a specific case in one area, but a general 
category in the other? The Gemara explains: Substitution is one cate- 
gory, as there is no difference between one case of substitution and an- 
other. By contrast, with regard to sacrifices, there is a firstborn and 
there is the animal tithe, whose halakhot differ from other offerings, and 
therefore one cannot establish a single general principle. Consequently, 
the tanna certainly is referring to a specific offering. 


NOTES 


the tenth animal counted out of the pen is consecrated as the 
tithe, even if it is blemished. Since these animals are automatically 
consecrated, they cannot be redeemed and can never be sheared 
or put to work. 


A firstborn or an animal tithe — Wy visa: The consecration of 
the firstborn and a tithed animal takes effect whether or not the 


HALAKHA 


animals are permanently blemished. These animals may never be 
put to work or sheared (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Me'ila 1:9). 
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The Gemara continues the previous discussion: And according to the opin- 
ion of Rav Sheshet, who explains that the offering in question is not the 
bull of the High Priest but his ram, rather than establishing and interpret- 
ing this baraita as referring to the ram of Aaron, let him establish that it 
deals with the Paschal offering,” which overrides Shabbat and ritual 
impurity" and one can perform substitution for it, as according to all 
opinions, it is the offering of an individual. The Gemara answers: Rav 
Sheshet maintains that one may not slaughter the Paschal lamb on behalf 
of an individual," but only for a group. This means that it is not an offering 
of an individual but, at the very least, that of partners. For this reason, one 
cannot perform substitution for a Paschal lamb. 


The Gemara asks: And let Rav Sheshet establish the baraita as referring to 
the second Pesah," which is slaughtered by an individual. The Gemara 
answers: Does the second Pesah override ritual impurity? Since this offer- 
ing does not override ritual impurity, it cannot be the offering referred to in 
the baraita. 


§ Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rava: And according to the 
tanna of the aforementioned baraita, concerning the dispute between 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Ya'akov, what is different with regard to the Paschal 
offering, that he calls it the offering of an individual? And what is differ- 
ent with regard to the Festival peace-offering, which is eaten with the 
Paschal offering, that he calls it a communal offering? If this distinction is 
because the Festival peace-offering is brought by a multitude," i.e., the 
entire nation brings it, the Paschal offering is also brought by a multitude, 
not as an individual offering. Rava replied: There is the second Pesah," 
which is not brought by a multitude, and therefore the tanna does not call 
the Paschal offering a communal offering. 


He said to him: If so, that the second Pesah is a communal offering, it 
should override Shabbat and ritual impurity. He said to him: Yes, as the 
opinion of this tanna is in accordance with the one who said that the 
second Pesah overrides ritual impurity. As it was taught in a baraita: The 
second Pesah overrides Shabbat, but it does not override ritual impurity. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: It even overrides ritual impurity. The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason of the first tanna? The first tanna could have said to 
you that one brings a second Pesah solely because ritual impurity overrode 
his obligation to sacrifice the first Pesah, i.e., he did not sacrifice the first 
Pesah because he was impure at that time. And should he now perform the 
second Pesah in a state of ritual impurity? 


And Rabbi Yehuda could have said to you that, with regard to the second 
Pesah, the verse states: “According to all the statute of the Paschal offering 
they shall keep it” (Numbers 9:12), which indicates that it should even be 
brought ina state of ritual impurity, unlike the first Pesah. As for the claim 
of the first tanna, that the whole reason for the second Pesah is due to ritual 
impurity, Rabbi Yehuda could respond: The Torah sought an opportunity 
for one who was impure at the time of the first Pesah to perform it in a state 
of ritual purity; if he did not merit to perform it in purity, he should 
nevertheless perform it even in a state of ritual impurity. 


NOTES 


Let him establish that it deals with the Paschal offering — apt 
nD: As the Paschal lamb is not a communal offering, how could 
the statement of the baraita: It applies to an individual as to the 
community, be explained as referring to the Paschal lamb? One 
answer is that according to the opinion of Rabbi Natan, the entire 
Jewish people can participate in a single Paschal lamb, if there are 
not enough offerings to divide them into groups. Consequently, the 
Paschal lamb can be considered either a communal offering, when 
asingle animal is slaughtered for everyone, or an individual offering, 
when many animals are sacrificed for separate groups. 


One may not slaughter the Paschal lamb on behalf of an indi- 
vidual - “prea by MDS pomiv pre: There is a difficulty here. An 
individual can dedicate an animal for a Paschal offering, despite 
the fact that at least one other person must be registered for the 
offering when it is slaughtered. Consequently, it is possible for a Pas- 
chal offering, before it is slaughtered, to belong to a single person 
who can perform substitution (Rashash). Perhaps it can be stated 
that since the animal is not sacrificed for one person, it cannot be 


called an offering of an individual, and therefore it does not fit the 
description of the mishna. 


It is brought by a multitude — x»51394 "NX: There is a difference 
between an offering brought by a multitude, i.e., the entire Jewish 
people, but which is not classified as a communal offering, as it is 
not brought in the form of a partnership, and between the Festival 
peace-offering, which is brought by the community on behalf of 
everyone. 


The second Pesah — aw nos: The institution of the second Pesah is 
explained in the Torah (Numbers 9:9-15). Any individual who was 
unable, due to no fault of his own, to bring a Paschal offering on 
the fourteenth of Nisan must sacrifice one on the fourteenth of the 
following month of lyyar. This person might have been impure or far 
away from the Temple during the festival of Passover. The details of 
this halakha are discussed in tractate Pesahim, where the tanna’im 
debate which features of the first Pesah apply to the second offering, 
and in what ways the second Pesah differs from the first. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 
The Paschal offering overrides Shabbat and ritual 
impurity — agaw Naw ANT MDs jap: The sacrifice 
of the Paschal offering overrides Shabbat and ritual 
impurity in the event that most of the community 
is ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:8, 7:1). 


The second Pesah - W npg: The second Pesah 
overrides Shabbat but does not override ritual im- 
purity, in accordance with the anonymous opinion 
in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 10:15). 
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LANGUAGE 


Property [bei gazza] - x18 +3: Probably from the Old Persian 
ganza, meaning treasury. 


NOTES 

The Merciful One rendered it ownerless — KIINI mIPIXT: 
Since it is clear that the priests do gain atonement through the 
High Priest's bull, it stands to reason that they must own some 
share in it. And as their partnership is not due to any sort of 
formal acquisition, we must say the Torah treats the offering as 
belonging to all of the priests. For the same reason, the priests 
should be considered partners in the offering with regard to 
substitution as well. 
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§ Returning to Rabbi Elazar’s question as to whether a High 
Priest can perform substitution for his bull, the Gemara seeks 
to prove that the other priests were not full partners in this 
offering but only gained atonement incidentally. And let me 
derive this halakha from the fact that the Merciful One states: 


“And Aaron shall sacrifice the bull of the sin-offering, which is 


for himself” (Leviticus 16:11), indicating that the High Priest 
brings the bull from his own property. 


As it was taught in a baraita: “Which is for himself” means 
that he brings it from his own property and not from the 
property of the community." I might have thought that the 
High Priest may not bring this offering from the property of 
the community because the community as a whole does not 
gain atonement through it, but he may bring it from the 
property of his fellow priests, as his fellow priests do gain 
atonement through it. Therefore the verse states: “Which is 
for himself,’ i.e., it must belong to him and no one else. 


I might have thought that the High Priest should not bring 

the bull from the property of the other priests ab initio, but if 
he did bring it from their property, the offering is valid. There- 
fore, the verse continues and states again: “And he shall 

slaughter the bull for the sin-offering, which is for himself” 
(Leviticus 16:11); the text repeats this phrase: “Which is for 

himself,” to emphasize that this requirement is indispensable 

and that if the High Priest brings a bull that belongs to some- 
one else, the offering is invalid. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: And according to your reason- 
ing, if his fellow priests do not acquire a share in the bull, 
how does it atone for them? Since they achieve atonement 
through the offering, they must own a share in it. Rather, you 
must say that the property [bei gazza]' of Aaron the High 
Priest is different in that the Merciful One rendered it 
ownerless" with regard to his fellow priests. Although the 
High Priest brings a bull from his own funds, it is as though he 
sanctifies it on behalf of all of the priests. But if so, here too, 
with regard to substitution, we could likewise say that the 
property of Aaron is different in that the Merciful One 
rendered it ownerless with regard to his fellow priests. Con- 
sequently, there is no proof from here that a High Priest can 
perform substitution for his bull. 


The High Pri Id th Ik 
MISHNA e High Priest would t oe WES: 


through the Sanctuary" until he 
reaches the area between the two curtains that separated the 
Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies, and the space between 
them was one cubit. Rabbi Yosei says: There was only one 
curtain there, as it is stated: “And the curtain shall divide 
for you between the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies” 
(Exodus 26:33). 


HALAKHA 


From his own and not from the community -bwn x own 
ay: Although the High Priest buys his bull with his own 

money, the Torah rendered his property ownerless and con- 
sidered all of the priests joint owners of this offering (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:13). 


He would walk through the Sanctuary — bona aba mat: 


The High Priest walked through the Sanctuary until he reached 
the curtain, which he pinned to one side. He entered the Holy 
of Holies until he reached the Ark, and placed the coal pan 
between the staves of the Ark poles. In the Second Temple, 
which lacked the Ark, he would place the coal pan on the 
foundation rock (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 41). 
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G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Rabbi Yosei is saying 

well to the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi Yosei pro- 
vides solid support for his opinion. And the Rabbis could say to 
you: This applies only in the Tabernacle," which had but one 
curtain. However, in the Second Temple, since there was no one- 
cubit partition [teraksin]' separating the Holy of Holies from the 
Sanctuary of the Temple, as it was only in the First Temple that 
there was a one-cubit partition, and the Rabbis were uncertain 
with regard to the sanctity of the space occupied by the one-cubit 
partition, whether it had the sanctity of the inside of the Holy of 
Holies, or the sanctity of the outside" area of the Sanctuary, there- 
fore the Sages of the time prepared two curtains" to enclose this 
space of uncertain status. 


§ The Sages taught: When the High Priest walked to the Holy of 
Holies, he walked on the south side between the inner altar and 
the candelabrum. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Meir says that he walked on the north side between the table and 
the altar. And some say he passed between the table and the wall. 
The Gemara asks: Whose opinion is introduced by the title: Some 
say? Rav Hisda said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in our mish- 
na, according to whom there is only one curtain and who said that 
the entrance was positioned in the north. According to all opin- 
ions, the entrance to the Holy of Holies was located in the north, 
and since Rabbi Yosei believed that there was just one curtain, the 
High Priest would walk in a straight line toward this entrance along 
the north side of the Sanctuary. 


And Rabbi Yehuda maintains that there were two curtains, and 
therefore he could have said to you that although the entrance to 
the Holy of Holies was on the north side, because there were two 
curtains, one behind the other, the entrance was positioned in the 
south. The High Priest entered on the south side and walked be- 
tween the curtains to the north of the inner curtain where he en- 
tered the Holy of Holies. The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Meir, in 
accordance with whose opinion does he hold? If he holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the 
place of the entrance, the High Priest should enter as explained by 
Rabbi Yehuda; conversely, if he holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, he should enter as explained by Rabbi 
Yosei. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, Rabbi Meir holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and he could have said to you: 
The tables, the one holding the shewbread and other tables next to 
it, were arranged north to south, and the table blocked him on 
the north side, and therefore the High Priest could not enter in a 
direct line, as the space was too narrow. 


And if you wish, say instead: Actually the tables were arranged 
east to west,'"® and due to the honor of the Divine Presence, it 
was not proper conduct 


HALAKHA 

The one-cubit partition and the curtains — ppp max 
DiDi: In the First Temple, there was a cubit-thick wall 
separating the Holy from the Holy of Holies. The Second 
Temple lacked this wall, and the Sages were unsure of 
the status of this cubit. They built the Holy of Holies a 
full twenty cubits and the Sanctuary forty cubits long, 
leaving an additional cubit between the chambers. Two 
curtains were hung in the space of that cubit, as ex- 
plained by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 4:2). 


The tables were arranged east to west - M1172 nundw 
prava awn: The tables in the Sanctuary were arranged 
east to west, along the length of the Sanctuary (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:12). 


LANGUAGE 

Partition [teraksin] — pppw: Apparently Greek in origin, 
the precise meaning of this word is unclear, as no known 
Greek term is an exact synonym. It might be related to 
THpHowy, tereson, a guard or overseer, or perhaps it 
is derived from a combination of two words: Odpact, 
thurasi, entrance, outside; and gowev, esothén, inner. 
The combination would mean outside/inside, as the 
term is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud. Another pos- 
sible source is the Greek Bpryxógç, thrinkos, which means 
closing or locking. 


BACKGROUND 


The sacred vessels in the Sanctuary -59m2 WTipI 13: 
In the following illustration, the tables are positioned 
east to west, along the length of the Sanctuary. Accord- 
ing to the other opinion, that they were arranged north 
to south, there was no space left for the High Priest to 
pass between the wall and the table. 


Vessels in the Sanctuary 


NOTES 
curtain on the outside of the cubit where the wall stood, and 


This applies only in the Tabernacle - javaa on dam: It is obvi- 
ous to the Gemara that a single curtain was used in the Taber- 
nacle, whereas in the First Temple, a wall divided the Sanctuary 
from the Holy of Holies. Nevertheless, it is likely that a curtain 
was hung in front of the doorway in the wall of the First Temple 
as well, to conceal the activity taking place in the inner area. In 
the Second Temple, they had no choice but to hang a curtain, 
as it was impossible to build a wall there for several reasons, as 
explained by Rashi. 


Whether it had the sanctity of the inside or of the outside - 
yn x msds ‘x: Tosafot ask why they didn’t simply hang a 


thereby solve the problem. See Josafot for their answers to 
this difficulty. One opinion is that had the curtain been hung 
out of position, the blood that was sprinkled toward it on sev- 
eral occasions would not be sprinkled in the proper manner, 
as this curtain would not be right next to the Holy of Holies 
(Gevurat Ari). 


How were the tables arranged — prama 97 nundw: King Sol- 
omon fashioned ten tables to beautify the Sanctuary, which he 
placed next to the table of the shewbread. The central table was 
certainly positioned east to west along the length of the Sanc- 


uary, like the other sacred vessels. The debate here concerns 
he position of the other tables. Some commentaries point out 
hat these extra tables were absent in the Second Temple, and 
he shewbread table stood alone in the Sanctuary, although 
here were an additional two tables positioned on the outside 
upon which the bread was occasionally placed. Nevertheless, 
he route of the High Priest in the Second Temple is subject to 
he same dispute, as the practice of the First Temple would have 
been followed in the Second Temple as well, despite the fact 
hat the High Priest could have approached the Holy of Holies 
in a different manner in the Second Temple. 
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NOTES 


As the Torah did not require them to make use of an agent — 
moh D027 jw Kow: Rashi explains that every individual 
in the Jewish people can pray directly to God without the need 
or an intermediary. One objection to this interpretation is that 
his is not unique to the Jewish people, as even gentiles can 
appeal directly to God (Tosafot Yeshanim). For this reason, most 
commentaries prefer the explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel that 
he Jewish people are particularly beloved on Yom Kippur. This 
is demonstrated by the fact that during the rest of the year the 
High Priest wears a tunic decorated with bells that announce his 
approach to the Sanctuary, suggesting that he should not enter 
without first declaring his intention to enter. By contrast, on Yom 
ippur he does not require bells; instead, he wears plain white 
clothes, even for his entry to the Holy of Holies. 


Rather, its sanctity, whether it was considered like the inside — 
map WEDT xdx: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is stated that 
the Sages were unsure whether the cubit-thick wall was part 
of the Sanctuary or part of the Holy of Holies. The mishna pro- 
vides no definitive proof because it is possible that, due to the 
uncertainty, the cubit was considered a domain of its own. The 
Rambam accepts the interpretation of the Jerusalem Talmud, 
apparently because the precise nature of the doubt is unclear 
from the Gemara here, whereas the Jerusalem Talmud reaches 
a conclusion in this regard (see BeYad David). 


BACKGROUND 


The length of the Sanctuary - bona by Satix: This illustration 
gives the measurements along the length of the Sanctuary and 
its various sections. 


Measurements of the Sanctuary; numbers indicate length in cubits 


HALAKHA 


The dimensions of the Sanctuary -bp nima: The Sanctuary 
of the Second Temple was one hundred cubits by one hundred 
cubits, with a height of one hundred cubits. Its length was divid- 
ed as follows: The Holy of Holies was twenty cubits, with a cubit 
space in between that chamber and the Sanctuary; there were 
seventeen cubits to the western wall and the chambers behind 
it; the Sanctuary itself was forty cubits long, while its eastern 
wall extended for six cubits; the Entrance Hall had a length 
of eleven cubits; and the thickness of the Entrance Hall's wall 
was five cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 4:4). 
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to enter directly, as it is more appropriate for the High Priest 
to approach the Holy of Holies somewhat circuitously. And in 
response to this Rabbi Yosei could have said to you: The Jew- 
ish people are beloved by God, as the Torah did not require 
them to make use of an agent," e.g., an angel, to intercede on 
their behalf. Instead, God hears the nation’s prayers directly. 
Consequently, the High Priest, who represents the people on 
Yom Kippur, need not approach in a roundabout fashion. 


The Gemara asks: But if an indirect approach is a mark of re- 
spect, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, too, let 
the High Priest enter indirectly between the candelabrum and 
the wall. The Gemara answers: If the High Priest walks by that 
route, he might blacken his clothes through the soot left on the 
wall by the candelabrum. 


Rabbi Natan said: With regard to the one-cubit partition, 
the Sages did not determine its status, whether it was part of 
the inside of the Holy of Holies or part of the outside area of 
the Sanctuary. 


Ravina strongly objects to this opinion: What is the reason 
for this uncertainty? If we say it is because it is written: “And 
the House that King Solomon built for the Lord was sixty 
cubits in length, and its width was twenty cubits, and its 
height was thirty cubits” (1 Kings 6:2), and it is written: “And 
the House, that is, the Sanctuary, was forty cubits long” 
(1 Kings 6:17), and it is written: “And before the partition 
twenty cubits in length, and twenty cubits in width, and 
twenty cubits in height” (1 Kings 6:20), and therefore we do 
not know whether the one-cubit partition was part of these 
twenty cubits of the Holy of Holies or part of these forty cubits 
of the Sanctuary, then this problem can be resolved. 


Ravina explains the resolution of the problem: But perhaps it 
was not part of these twenty cubits nor part of these forty 
cubits, as in establishing the measurements the verse counts 
the space but does not count the walls themselves, i.e., the 
cubit of the wall is not included in either measurement. Know 
that it is so, as anywhere that the verse counts the area of the 
walls in addition to the spaces they contain, it also counts the 
one-cubit partition. 


Ravina cites a proof for the previous claim. As we learned in a 

mishna: The Sanctuary was one hundred cubits by one hun- 
dred cubits, with a height of one hundred cubits. From east to 

west, the hundred cubits were divided as follows: The wall of 
the Entrance Hall was five cubits; and the Entrance Hall itself 
was eleven cubits; the wall of the Sanctuary was six cubits; the 

length of the Sanctuary’ itself was forty cubits; and there was 

the one-cubit partition; the Hall of the Holy of Holies was 

another twenty cubits; the outer wall of the Sanctuary was six 

cubits; and the chamber behind it was six cubits; and the wall 

of the chamber was five cubits." This mishna proves that when 

the walls are counted in addition to the spaces, the one-cubit 

partition is included in the calculation. 


Rather, the uncertainty does not concern the location of the 
one-cubit partition, which was certainly positioned between 
the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies. Instead, the issue is its 
sanctity, whether it was considered like the inside" of the Holy 
of Holies or like the outside area of the Sanctuary. Since there 
was no such wall in the Second Temple, the Sages were uncertain 
with regard to the status of the extra cubit. 
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dilemma with regard to the verse: “And he prepared a partition in 
the midst of the House within to set there the Ark of the Covenant 
of the Lord” (1 Kings 6:19). This was his dilemma that was raised 
before the Sages: With regard to what case is the verse speaking? 


The Gemara explains the dilemma. Should it be read: And Solomon 
prepared a partition in the midst of the House within to set there, 
meaning that he placed the partition within the Temple and behind 
it he prepared a space to place the Ark, and the partition itself did 
not possess the sanctity of the Holy of Holies? Or perhaps this is 
what the verse states: A partition in the midst of the House within, 
i.e., the verse ends there, while the rest of the text forms a new verse. 
According to this interpretation, the place of the partition itself was 
part of the Holy of Holies, and that was where Solomon prepared a 
place for the Ark. 


The Gemara is surprised at this explanation: And was Yosef of Hutzal 
really uncertain how to punctuate this verse? But wasn’t it taught 
in a baraita that Isi ben Yehuda says: There are five verses in the 
Torah whose meaning cannot be decided," i.e., it is unclear from 
the text how the verses should be read. 


The first example is the term: “Se’et” (Genesis 4:7). It is unclear 
whether the verse should be read: “If you do well, shall it not 
be lifted up [se’et]?” in which case seet involves forgiveness and 
pardon; or: “If you do well, but you will lift up [seet] your sin if you 
do not do well.” According to this interpretation, se’et is referring to 
remembrance: If you do not do well, your sin will be remembered. 


The second uncertain case is the term: “Meshukkadim” (Exodus 
25:34). This verse can be read: “And in the candelabrum four cups 
made like almond blossoms [meshukkadim]”; or as: “Its knops and 
its flowers made like almond blossoms [meshukkadim].” In other 
words, the term meshukkadim can be read either with the first part 
or the last part of the verse. 


Likewise, the term: “Mahar” (Exodus 17:9) can be read: “And go out, 
fight with Amalek tomorrow [mahar]”. Alternatively, it can mean that 
Joshua must go out to war with Amalek immediately, and Moses 
added: “Tomorrow [mahar] I will stand on the top of the hill” 
(Exodus 17:9), but today you do not need my prayer. Once again, the 
issue is whether this term belongs to the beginning or the end of the 
verse. 


The fourth case is the term: “Arur” (Genesis 49:7). This verse can be 
read: “Cursed [arur] be their anger for it was fierce, and their wrath 
for it was cruel,” on account of Levi and Simeon’s treatment of 
Shechem. Alternatively, this term, which appears at the beginning of 
the verse, can be read as the last word of the previous verse: “And in 
their anger they cut off cursed [arur] oxen” (Genesis 49:6-7). Ac- 
cording to this interpretation, “cursed oxen” is referring to the oxen 
of Shechem, who descended from the accursed Canaan. 


Finally, the term: “Vekam” (Deuteronomy 31:16) can be read as: 
“Behold, you are about to sleep with your fathers and rise up [vekam]” 
at the time of the resurrection of the dead; or: “And this people will 
rise up [vekam] and go astray.’ 


NOTES 


Five verses in the Torah whose meaning cannot be 
decided - v97 17? px mina nix ya wan: The early 
commentaries write that the Gemara does not mean that 
these uncertainties cannot be resolved. Rather, the idea 
is that the meaning cannot be determined from the text 
itself. However, the traditional diacritical marks added to 
the verses do provide instructions as to how to punctuate 
them (see Ritva). 


NOTES 

Seet, meshukkadim, etc. — ^3) wpn gw: Tosafot ask 
why these terms are not presented in the order in which 
they appear in the Torah. One suggestion is that the terms 
seet and meshukkadim are discussed first, as it might be 
assumed that they belong to the beginning of their verses, 
whereas arur and kam are apparently part of the end of 
their respective verses, and mahar could be explained 
either way (Derekh HaMelekh). The Jerusalem Talmud adds 
another verse to this discussion: “And the sons of Jacob 
came in from the field when they heard the men were 
saddened and greatly angered” (Genesis 34-7). It is unclear 
whether the phrase “when they heard” belongs to the first 
or second half of the verse, i.e., whether the verse should 
be punctuated with a comma after “field” or after “heard” 
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LANGUAGE 
mais: The root prfis derived from the Greek 


noun mép7n, porpe, meaning clasp, pin. 


BACKGROUND 


The curtains of the Sanctuary - wip niais: In this schematic 
drawing, two curtains are shown with their openings to the north 
and the south. The arrow shows the path of the High Priest to 
the foundation rock. 


Diagram of the curtains in the Sanctuary 


High Priest walking between the curtains 
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The Gemara explains the objection presented by this barai- 
ta. And wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Yosef of Hutzal is 

the one called Yosef the Babylonian,’ as Hutzal is a city in 

Babylonia; and he is also the person called Isi ben Yehuda, 
as Isi is a shortened form of Yosef; he is Isi ben Gur Arye, 
anickname for Yehuda; he is Isi ben Gamliel; he is Isiben 

Mahalalel? And what is his real name? Isi ben Akiva is his 

name. If they are indeed the same person, Isi ben Yehuda, 
who is Yosef of Hutzal, says that there are only five verses 

whose punctuation is unclear, whereas here he adds an ad- 
ditional verse. The Gemara explains: In the Torah itself, 
there are indeed no more than five verses, but in the Proph- 
ets there are more examples of equivocal punctuation, one 

of which is the verse from 1 Kings. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And in the Torah itself, are 
there no other examples of indeterminate punctuation? But 
there is this dilemma that Rav Hisda raised with regard to 
the verse: “And he sent the young men of the children of 
Israel who sacrificed burnt-offerings” (Exodus 24:5); were 
these burnt-offerings sheep, and when the verse continues: 

“And sacrificed peace-offerings of bulls to the Lord,” these 
peace-offerings alone were bulls? Or perhaps these and 
these were bulls, as the word “bulls” is referring both to the 
burnt-offerings and the peace-offerings? This is another 
verse whose punctuation is unclear. The Gemara rejects this 
contention: This is not difficult; according to Rav Hisda it 
was uncertain how to read the verse, but the interpretation 
was obvious to Isi ben Yehuda. 


MISHN The outer curtain between the 

Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies 
was hooked [perufa]‘" slightly open on the south side of 
the Sanctuary, and the inner curtain hooked slightly open 
on the north" side of the Sanctuary, and therefore the High 
Priest could not enter the Holy of Holies directly. Rather, he 
enters through the southern opening and walks between 
the curtains® until he reaches the opening to the north. 
When he reaches the opening to the north, he enters the 
Holy of Holies through that opening, turns his face to the 
south, and walks to his left along the curtain until he 
reaches the area before the Ark. 


PERSONALITIES 


Yosef the Babylonian - baat yi: Yosef the Babylonian was 
a tanna from the generation before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
As his name suggests, Yosef the Babylonian was a native 
of Babylonia, specifically from the Jewish settlement and 
great learning center of Hutzal. Isi is an Aramaic diminu- 
tive for the name Yosef. Apparently his father's name was 
Yehuda, and he was therefore also called Gur Arye, lion cub 
(see Genesis 49:9). With regard to his other names, there 
is a tradition that Yosef was compelled by a decree of the 


government to flee and change his name to protect him- 
self. Upon arriving in Eretz Yisrael, he studied with several 
of Rabbi Akiva's students and became adept at describing 
he various philosophies and teaching techniques of differ- 
ent Sages. According to the Jerusalem Talmud, he was also 
called Rabbi Yosef Katnuta, and he is praised in a mishna 
or his pious character. Halakhic and aggadic statements 
in his name are found in baraitot and in the Babylonian 


Talmud. 


NOTES 


The outer curtain was hooked — 7913 ANT ADMIN: 
Rashi explains that the end of the curtain was folded and 
pinned back onto itself. See the Josefot Yom Tov for a dif- 
ferent interpretation. Others state that although the sides 
of the curtain were firmly attached to the wall, on one 
end the curtain was merely pinned with clasps, to allow 


he High Priest to enter. However, it was not completely 
open (Rid). 


On the south and on the north — pag pa Ding pa: In this 
manner, the priest avoided having to walk across the width 
of the Sanctuary without any barrier between him and the 
Holy of Holies (Josafot Yeshanim). 
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When he reaches the Ark, he places the coal pan between the two 
staves. He piles the incense atop the coals, and the whole chamber in 
its entirety would fill with smoke." He then exits and comes out the 
way that he entered. He does not turn around but leaves the Holy of 
Holies walking while facing the Ark. And he recites a brief prayer in the 
outer chamber, in the Sanctuary. And he would not extend his prayer 
there so as not to alarm the Jewish people, who would otherwise con- 
clude that something happened and that he died in the Holy of Holies." 


GE M ARA The Gemara asks: With what are we dealing 


here? To which time period is the mishna refer- 
ring? Ifwe say it is speaking about the First Temple, were there curtains 
then? There was only one curtain over the one-cubit partition. Rather, if 
we say that the mishna is dealing with the Second Temple, was there an 
Ark there? 


The Gemara elaborates: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that when the 
Ark was buried," along with it was buried the jar of manna that was next 
to it, and the flask of oil used for anointing, and Aaron’s staff with its 
almonds and blossoms," and the chest that the Philistines sent as a gift 
[doron]! to the God of Israel after they captured the Ark and were strick- 
en by several plagues, as it is stated: “And put the jewels of gold that you 
return to Him for a guilt-offering, in a coffer by its side, and send it 
away that it may go” (1 Samuel 6:8)? 


§ And who buried the Ark? Josiah, king of Judea, buried it. And what 
did he see that he decided to bury it? He saw that it is written:" “The 
Lord will bring you, and your king whom you shall set over you, to a 
nation that you have not known” (Deuteronomy 28:36). Since he knew 
that the Jewish people would ultimately be exiled, he felt it was better that 
the Ark should not be disgraced in exile, and therefore he arose and 
buried it. 


The Gemara cites the source for the tradition that Josiah buried the Ark. 
As it is stated: “And he said to the Levites who taught all of Israel, who 
were sacred to the Lord: Put the sacred Ark in the house that Solomon, 
son of David, king of Israel, built. There shall no more be a burden 
upon your shoulders; now serve the Lord your God, and His people 
Israel” (1 Chronicles 35:3). In other words, from now onward the Levites 
will no longer carry the Ark on their shoulders, and they should dedicate 
themselves to their service of singing and locking the gates of the Temple. 


And Rabbi Elazar said: The matter is derived by means of a verbal anal- 
ogy, as it is written with regard to the Ark: “That is by the Ark of the 
Testimony, before the Ark cover that is above the testimony, there will I 
meet with you” (Exodus 30:6), and it is written: “Take a jar and put a full 
omer of manna there, and place it before the Lord for safekeeping 
throughout your generations” (Exodus 16:33). And it is further derived 
by verbal analogy from the term “Generations” written here and “gen- 
erations” written with regard to the oil used for anointing: “This shall be 
a sacred anointing oil for Me throughout your generations” (Exodus 
30:31). 


Rabbi Elazar continued: And it is likewise derived by verbal analogy 
from the term “safekeeping” stated here and “safekeeping” stated in 
connection to the staff of Aaron: “Place back the rod of Aaron before the 
testimony for safekeeping” (Numbers 17:25). These verbal analogies teach 
that all of these items were hidden together with the Ark. Evidently, there 
was no Ark in the Holy of Holies even before the First Temple period 
ended. How, then, can the mishna speak of the Ark during the Second 
Temple period? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the mishna is referring to the Second 
Temple, and what is the meaning of the phrase: Reaches the Ark? It 
means the place of the Ark. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But it is 
taught that he places the coal pan between the two staves, which indi- 
cates that the staves of the Ark were present. The Gemara answers: Emend 
the text and say: As though it was between the two staves, i.e., in the 
place where the staves had been located when the Ark was there. 


NOTES 


And the whole chamber in its entirety would fill 
with smoke — wy tap man ba Kyam: Apparently 
it was a mitzva for the High Priest to wait there, in 
accordance with the verse: “And the incense cloud 
shall cover" (Leviticus 16:13), which indicates that he 
must wait until the cloud envelops the Ark cover. The 
Rambam apparently interprets the verse similarly (see 
also Heshek Shlomo). 


Its almonds and blossoms - m9 7IPw: The 
verse describes Aaron's staff as follows: “It put forth 

buds and bloomed blossoms and bore ripe almonds” 
(Numbers 17:23). This means that the flowers and 

almonds emerged together, which does not occur 

naturally, to emphasize the miraculous nature of the 

event (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


He saw that it is written - n3w% 7x1: The Radak 
explains that the Torah scroll found in the Temple 
in Josiah's time was opened at this verse. The king 
viewed this as a portent that the verse would soon 
be fulfilled, prompting him to hide the Ark. 


HALAKHA 


The High Priest's actions in the Holy of Holies - 
wep wpa pian mwya: When the High Priest 
reaches the Ark, he places the coal pan between 
its staves, or on the foundation rock in the Second 
Temple. He piles the incense on top of the coals and 
waits until the chamber fills with smoke. He then 
walks backward until he exits through the curtains. 
When he reaches the Sanctuary, he utters a short 
prayer, taking care not to prolong it so the people 
should not be worried that he might have died in 
the sacred place (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 4:1). 


The interment of the Ark —;i187 nn: The Ark rested 
in the Holy of Holies on the foundation rock. Next to 
it was the jar of manna and Aaron's staff. King Josiah 
ordered the concealment of the Ark, the jar of manna, 
and the anointing oil somewhere deep inside tunnels 
that had been dug during the construction of the 
Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 
41). 


LANGUAGE 


Gift [doron] — jini: From the Greek S@pov, doron, 
meaning gift or offering. 
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HALAKHA 

Closest, which is farthest from the High Priest — 71725 
b nyin xm: The High Priest would pile the incense 
on top of the coals in the coal pan on the side that was 
closest to the Ark and farthest from him, so he would 
not be burned. This halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 4:5). 


Perek V 
Daf 53 Amuda 


NOTES §=———__—_—_- 
Not to begin in front of you - 7351 Onna Kw: The 
comments of Tosafot in this regard are puzzling, as they 
state that Abaye cited a proof from a baraita, whereas he 
actually quoted a mishna (see Tosefot Yom Tov). It is pos- 
sible that Tosafot here distinguish between the incense 
burned every day of the year and the incense of Yom 
Kippur, as they maintain that the baraita is specifically 
referring to Yom Kippur (Katit LaMaor and others). With 
regard to the issue itself, it is necessary to state that the 
priest does not begin with the incense immediately in 
front of him; otherwise, it might be assumed that, in ac- 
cordance with the principle that one does not pass over 
the opportunity to perform mitzvot, he should start with 
the incense closest to him. Therefore, a special justification 
is necessary for the High Priest to burn the incense far 
from him (Siah Yitzhak). 


If he omitted any one of its spices - ben NIN Ww 
Paa: This halakha applies not only to the four spices 
mentioned explicitly in the Torah, i.e., stacte, onycha, gal- 
banum, and frankincense, but also to the other spices 
not mentioned in the verses, which are learned from a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Me'iri). 
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§ The mishna taught: He piles the incense atop the coals. The Ge- 
mara comments: We learned in the mishna in accordance with the 
opinion of the one who said that he piles the incense on the coals and 
does not scatter it there. It was taught in one baraita: He piles the in- 
cense in the section of the coal pan closest to the Ark, which is farthest 
from the High Priest," until he reaches the other side of the coal pan. 
And it was taught in another baraita: He piles it in the section of the 
coal pan farthest from the Ark, which is closest to him. 


Abaye said that this issue is a dispute between tanna’im. And Abaye 
said: It is reasonable to explain in accordance with the opinion of the 
one who said that he piles the incense in the section of the coal pan 
closest to the Ark, which is farthest from him. As we learned in a 
mishna that they would teach the priest who burns the incense: Be 
careful 


not to begin piling the incense in front of you, i.e., from the side clos- 
est to you, lest you be burned. If the priest were to place the incense 

on the side directly in front of him and then proceed to spread it toward 

the Ark, his hands would pass over the incense that is already burning 
and he might burn himself. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: “And he shall put the incense upon 
the fire before the Lord” (Leviticus 16:13); this means that he should 
not prepare by placing the incense outside, in the Sanctuary, and bring 
into the Holy of Holies a coal pan holding the burning incense. This 
was emphasized in order to exclude the opinion of the Sadducees," 
who say that he should prepare the incense outside and then bring 
it in. 


The Gemara asks: What did the Sadducees interpret; what verse do 
they cite as the basis for their opinion? The Gemara answers that it was 
the verse: “For I will appear in a cloud upon the Ark cover” (Leviticus 
16:2), which the Sadducees say teaches that he should prepare it out- 
side, so there would already be a cloud of incense, and only then should 
he bring it inside the Holy of Holies. 


The Sages said to them: Wasn't it already stated explicitly: “And he 
shall put the incense upon the fire before the Lord” (Leviticus 16:13), 
which indicates that the High Priest should present the incense only 
when he stands before God in the Holy of Holies? If so, what is the 
meaning when the verse states: “For I will appear in a cloud upon the 
Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2)? This verse does not mean that there should 
already be an incense cloud before he enters. 


Instead, this verse is referring to the shape of the incense cloud, and it 
teaches that he includes a smoke-raiser in its spices, a plant that causes 
the smoke to rise straight up like a staff. And from where is it derived 
that he includes a smoke-raiser in its spices? As it is stated: “And the 
incense cloud shall cover the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:13). Therefore, 
ifhe did not include a smoke-raiser, or if he omitted any one of its 
spices," he is liable to receive the death penalty. 


HALAKHA 


To exclude the opinion of the Sadducees — by jan wyi 
Dipit: During the Second Temple, there was a community of 
Sadducees who did not accept the tradition of the Oral Torah. 
In their opinion, the High Priest entered the Holy of Holies only 
after he put the incense on the coal pan. Concerned that the 
High Priest might sympathize with this heresy, the Sages made 
him swear not to behave in this manner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 1:7). 


If he omitted any one of its spices — piap ben Dns Iw: If 
the High Priest leaves out one of the incense spices or if he does 


not include the smoke-raiser, he incurs the death penalty. He is 
ikewise liable to be put to death for entering the Holy of Holies 
without performing a mitzva. Consequently, if the priest enters 
unintentionally but burns the incense intentionally, or if he burns 
he incense unintentionally but enters the chamber intention- 
ally, or if he brings in both complete and incomplete incense, 
he incurs the death penalty. The halakha is in accordance with 
he opinion of Rav Sheshet and Rav Ashi, cited in the continua- 
ion of the discussion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 2:25). 
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The Gemara analyzes this last halakha: Why does one incur the death 
penalty for omitting one of the spices? And let the tanna derive the fact 
that he incurs the death penalty for a different action, as his entry into the 
Holy of Holies is for no purpose." It is prohibited to enter the Holy of 
Holies unless one is performing a mitzva. If the incense lacks an ingredient, 
the High Priest is not truly performing the mitzva, and therefore he has 
entered the Holy of Holies for no purpose. Consequently, he incurs the 
death penalty on account of his entry, even without burning the incense. 


Rav Sheshet said: With what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a 
case where he acted unwittingly with regard to the entry, i.e., he was un- 
aware that entering for no reason renders him liable, or he did not mean 
to enter the Holy of Holies at all; and he acted intentionally with regard 
to the burning, knowing that one who burns incense that lacks an ingredi- 
ent incurs the death penalty. In that case, he is liable to receive the death 
penalty only for burning incomplete incense. 


Rav Ashi said a different explanation: Even if you say that he acted inten- 
tionally with regard to both this and that," i.e., he knew full well that he 

would be liable to receive the death penalty both for burning incomplete 

incense and for entering the Holy of Holies for no purpose, it is neverthe- 
less possible that he is not liable to receive the death penalty for his entry. 
And Rav Ashi explains that this is the halakha in a case where he brought 

two sets of incense into the Holy of Holies, one complete with all the 

spices and one incomplete, both of which he burned. For his entry to the 

Holy of Holies he is not liable to be put to death, as he brought in a coal 

pan with complete incense and thereby fulfilled the mitzva. However, for 

burning he is liable to receive the death penalty, as he burns incomplete 

incense. 


§ The Gemara analyzes the above baraita. The Master said in the baraita: 
And from where is it derived that he includes a smoke-raiser in its spic- 
es? The verse states: “And it shall cover” (Leviticus 16:13). The Gemara 
expresses surprise at this statement: One verse for another verse? The 
requirement of a smoke-raiser was already proven from the verse: “For I 
will appear in a cloud upon the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2); why cite a 
second verse in support of the first one? 


Rav Yosef said: This is what the baraita said; this is how to understand 
the matter: I have derived nothing other than the obligation to bring a 
leaf of a smoke-raising plant. From where is it derived that he must also 
bring a root of a smoke-raiser? The verse states: “And it shall cover,” 
which indicates the requirement for more of the smoke-raiser than might 
have been supposed from the other verse. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Your interpretation indicates that the leaf of the 
smoke-raiser raises smoke better than its root, as the requirement for a root 
is merely considered an addition. But wasn’t the opposite taught in a ba- 
raita? As it was taught in a baraita: He put into the incense a root of a 
smoke-raiser, and the smoke would rise in a column like a staff until it 
reached the Temple ceiling. When it reached the ceiling there was no- 
where for the smoke to exit the building, and therefore it slowly descend- 
ed the walls until the entire House was filled with smoke, as it is stated: 

“And the House was filled with smoke” (Isaiah 6:4)." This baraita indicates 
that the root of the smoke-raiser raises smoke better than its leaf. 


Rather, Abaye said that this is what the baraita said; this is how it should 
be understood: I have derived nothing other than the obligation to bring 
a root ofa smoke-raising plant. From where is it derived that he must also 
bring a leaf of a smoke-raiser? The verse states: “And it shall cover.’ 


Rav Sheshet said that the baraita means the following: I have derived 

nothing other than the inclusion of a smoke-raiser amongst the other 

spices in the Tent of Meeting that was in the wilderness; from where is 

it derived that this obligation extends to the Tabernacle at Shiloh and in 

the eternal Temple in Jerusalem? The verse states: “And it shall cover,” 
which indicates that wherever the High Priest enters the Holy of Holies to 

burn incense, he must include a smoke-raiser in its ingredients. 


he publisher 


NOTES 

As his entry is for no purpose - AX*a bey xpT 
mz: The author of the Gevurat Ari points out that 
he Gemara could have raised a greater difficulty: If 
he High Priest burns incomplete incense, he has 
not performed a mitzva but has lit a fire on Yom 
ippur, thereby violating a prohibition punishable 
by karet. One answer to this difficulty is that the 
Gemara here deals only with prohibitions related to 
he Temple. Others suggest that this discussion is in 
accordance with the opinion that one is exempt for 
using fire in a destructive manner (Beer Avraham). 
Finally, it is possible that the Gemara accepts the 
ruling that the prohibition against lighting fire does 
not apply in the Temple (Nimmukei Hayyim). 


He acted intentionally with regard to both this 
and that - ita) ita 317: The Meiri explains that he 
entered with the morning incense as well, which he 
did not burn at its proper time. 


And the House was filled with smoke - mam 
wy Kha’: This verse is not referring to the incense; 

rather, it is part of Isaiah's vision, in which he saw 
the seraphim surrounding the glory of God (Tosafot 
Yeshanim). Perhaps the Gemara maintains that a de- 
scription of the heavenly Temple is an indication of 
how the incense should burn in the earthly Temple. 
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HALAKHA 
It is a mitzva to bring man-made fire - my2 
bITa pa war: Although fire descends from 
the heavens, it is a special mitzva to bring man- 
made fire to ensure that fire burns constantly on 
the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 2:1) 


NOTES 

The sin of Aaron's sons — fax %3 xon: The 
midrashim discuss this issue at length and list 
several sins that the two priests committed, 
either before or during the act for which they 
were punished. According to all opinions, they 
were punished because their act of bringing in 
the fire was unlawful, but they would not have 
died had they not been guilty on other accounts 
as well (see Rashi on Leviticus 10:5). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this interpretation: This halakha 
is derived from the verse: “And so shall he do for the Tent of Meeting that 
dwells with them” (Leviticus 16:16). This verse teaches that this rite must be 
performed not only that first time in the wilderness, but wherever the Divine 
Presence dwells. 


Rather, this is what the baraita said: I have derived nothing other than the 
obligation to include a smoke-raiser in the spices of the incense offered on 
Yom Kippur in the Holy of Holies; from where is it derived that this obliga- 
tion applies to the incense offered on the rest of the days of the year in the 
Sanctuary? The verse states: “And it shall cover,” to teach that every incense 
burned in the Temple must include a smoke-raiser. 


Rav Ashi said: One verse teaches us the mitzva itself, and one verse teaches 
that this requirement is indispensable, i.e., the rite is invalid if one omits this 
ingredient. Rava said: One verse teaches that the omission of the smoke- 
raiser renders one liable to receive the punishment of death, and one verse 
serves as a warning that it is prohibited to omit it, as the Torah does not 
require punishment without issuing a warning. 


§ It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: “Speak to Aaron your 
brother that he should not come at all times into the sacred place within the 
curtain, before the Ark cover that is upon the Ark; that he not die” (Leviticus 
16:2). This verse teaches the punishment for the omission of the smoke- 
raiser from the spices of the incense. With regard to the verse: “For I will 
appear in a cloud upon the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2); this is the warning 
that it is prohibited to omit the smoke-raiser, which causes the cloud to rise. 


One might have thought that both verses were said before the deaths of 
Aaron’s sons, who died upon entering the sacred place. Therefore, the verse 
states: “After the deaths of the two sons of Aaron” (Leviticus 16:1). One 
might have thought that both of them, the punishment and the warning, 
were said after the deaths of Aaron’s two sons. Therefore, the verse states: 
“For I will appear in a cloud upon the Ark cover.’ How so; how should these 
verses be understood? The warning was said before the death of Aaron's 
sons, and the punishment associated with it was stated after the death of 
his sons. 


The Gemara expresses puzzlement at Rabbi Eliezer’s statement: What is the 
biblical derivation? How does Rabbi Eliezer learn from the phrase “I will 
appear” that the warning was stated earlier? Rava said that the verse states: 


: “For I will appear in a cloud”; the future tense indicates that the cloud over 


the Ark cover had not yet appeared, as the Tabernacle had not been built, 
which means that this command was issued before Aaron's sons entered and 
died. The Gemara asks: Rather, what is the reason that Aaron’s sons were 
punished with death, if the punishment had not been stated? The Torah does 
not punish one who is unaware of the sin’s punishment. 


The Gemara answers: They were not punished for their entry into the sacred 
place but for a different reason, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Eliezer says: Aaron’s sons died only because they taught a halakha before 
Moses their teacher; they should have asked him for his ruling, but they 
neglected to do so. The Gemara asks: What did they interpret from the verse 
that led them to enter the sacred place with fire? The verse states: “And the 
sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:7), which 
indicates that although fire descends from the heavens, it is a mitzva to 
bring man-made fire." To fulfill this mitzva, Aaron’s sons entered and brought 
fire to the altar. Although their ruling was in accordance with the halakha, 
they incurred the death penalty for failing to ask Moses." 


§ The mishna teaches that the High Priest exits and comes out the way that 
he entered, i.e., he does not turn around, but walks backward with his face 
toward the Ark. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived; 
what is the source in the Torah for this halakha? Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani 
said that Rabbi Yonatan said that the verse states: “And Solomon came to 
the high place that was at Gibeon, Jerusalem” (11 Chronicles 1:13). Now, 
what does Gibeon have to do with Jerusalem? Either he came to Gibeon 
or to Jerusalem; these are two different places. 
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Rather, the verse compares his exit from Gibeon to Jerusalem to his 
arrival from Jerusalem to Gibeon. Just as in the case of his arrival 
from Jerusalem to Gibeon his face was necessarily turned toward the 
high place, in the usual manner of a person’ arrival, so too, upon his 
exit from Gibeon to Jerusalem his face was still turned toward the 
high place, in the manner of his arrival. This teaches that one does not 
turn his face away from a sacred place; rather, he must walk backward. 


And likewise, with regard to priests in their service; and Levites on 
their platform in the Temple, where they recited songs; and Israelites 
at their watches, where they observed the sacrifice of the daily offering: 
When they departed from the sacred place, they would not turn their 
faces and walk but would turn their faces sideways and walk, so as 
not to turn their backs on the sacred place." 


And likewise, a student who takes leave of his teacher" should not 
turn his face and walk but turn his face sideways and walk." This is 
in accordance with that practice of Rabbi Elazar when he took leave 
ofhis teacher, Rabbi Yohanan. When Rabbi Yohanan wanted to leave 
him, Rabbi Elazar would bend down and stand in his place as a sign 
of respect and humility, until Rabbi Yohanan disappeared from his 
sight; only then would Rabbi Elazar turn to leave. 


And when Rabbi Elazar wanted to leave, he would walk backward 
until he disappeared from Rabbi Yohanan’s sight, and only then 
would he walk normally, so as not to turn his back on his teacher. The 
Gemara further relates: When Rava took leave of Rav Yosef, he would 
walk backward, paying no attention to the obstacles in his path, until 
his legs were bruised and the threshold of Rav Yosef’s house was 
bloodied from Rava’s wounds. 


They said to Rav Yosef: This is what Rava does. Rav Yosef was blind 
and could not see for himself. Rav Yosef said to him: May it be God’s 
will that you lift your head over the entire city," in reward for honor- 
ing your teacher. 


§ Apropos the obligation of a student to walk backward when taking 
leave of his teacher, the Gemara discusses a similar topic. Rabbi Alex- 
andri said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: One who prays must 
take three steps” backward" upon concluding his prayer and then 
recite: Peace, in a manner befitting one who departs from before the 
Holy One, Blessed be He. Rav Mordekhai said to him: Since he has 
taken three steps backward, he should stand there and not return to 
his place immediately. This is analogous to a student who takes leave 
of his teacher. If he returns immediately to the place where was first 
standing, he is similar to a dog who returns to its vomit," and his 
previous action is spoiled. 


NOTES 


That you lift your head over the entire city — TNX qo ont 
37a: Rabbeinu Hananel explains that he blessed him that the hal- 
akha should always be in accordance with his opinion. Others add 
that although the academies of Abaye and Rava were located in the 
same place, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava 
rather than that of Abaye (Maharsha). 


Three steps - niyo wow: The commentaries offer several rea- 
sons for this requirement. According to the geonim, the Divine 
Presence inhabits the four cubits surrounding one who is pray- 
ing. The individual therefore steps out of this space upon conclud- 
ing his prayer. Others state that these three steps correspond to 


he “darkness, cloud, and fog” (Deuteronomy 4:11) that surround 
he revelation of the Divine Presence, from which one must retreat 
at the end of prayer (Orhot Hayyim). Yet others suggest that the 
hree steps correspond to the three steps Nebuchadnezzar took 
in honor of God, for which he received a great reward (Vilna Gaon; 
aharsha). 


A dog who returns to its vomit - inp by awe abo: If a dog vomits 
his food it shows that does not want it. But ifit later returns and swal- 
ows it, it renders its earlier action meaningless. Likewise, one who 
steps backward out of reverence to God but returns immediately to 
his previous location has ruined the gesture (Beit Yosef). 


HALAKHA 


Priests, Levites, and Israelites upon their exit - 
omexa brew ob ma: After completing his 
service in the Temple, a priest should not exit 
with his back to the Sanctuary but should walk 
backward or slightly to his side until he exits the 
Temple. Likewise, Levites who come down from 
their platform and regular Israelites who are in in 
the Temple should leave in this manner (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:4) 


A student who takes leave of his teacher — 
jaya 1937 bn: A student who takes leave of 
his teacher should not turn his back to him but 
should walk backward while facing his teacher 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 242:16). 


NOTES 

Turn his face sideways and walk — 133 771¥2 
him: One should leave in this manner because 
it is difficult to walk backward without coming to 
harm. Rabbi Elazar and Rava, who did walk back- 
ward, acted beyond the letter of the law. For this 
reason Rav Yosef praised Rava for the respect he 
granted him (Siah Yitzhak). 


HALAKHA 

One who prays must take three steps back- 
ward — winx) nips why wow pay enna: 
Upon concluding the Amida prayer, one bows 
and takes three steps backward. He then turns 
his face first toward the left and then to the right, 
finally bowing straight in front of him, like a ser- 
vant taking leave of his master (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 1231). 
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NOTES 

The High Priest's prayer — bins ys nyan: In the Je- 
rusalem Talmud, several other statements are added 
to this prayer, some of which appear in the Yom 
Kippur service in the prayer book. The phrase: May 
the rule of power not depart, is based on the verse: 
“The scepter shall not depart from Judah” (Genesis 
49:10). The request that the people should not re- 
quire sustenance from one another does not mean 
only that no one should suffer from poverty, but also 
that each person should have an inheritance of his 
own and not depend on others at all. 


And Hanina is comfortable — nma x»: Rashi 
explains that since Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa was 
very poor, he did not own any fields and therefore 
was not troubled by the absence of rain. Many later 
commentaries wonder how Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa 
could have prayed for something that would harm 
other people. Perhaps Rabbi Hanina did not actually 
pray for the cessation of rain but merely offered a 
casual observation. Due to his great righteousness, 
God reacted to his comment. 


An incident involving a certain High Priest who 
extended his prayer — PINTY INK bing ayaa nwyn 
inyona: According to the Jerusalem Talmud, this 
High Priest was Shimon Halzaddik. 


As we learned — 3% "yw: Several commentaries 
cite this story as proof that mishnayot were arranged 
and studied during the Temple period, long before 
the Mishna was edited (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 


HALAKHA 


The High Priest's short prayer - be mW? avon 
bina: While in the Sanctuary, the High Priest recited 
this short prayer: May it be your will, Lord our God, 
that if this year is hot, let it be rainy; and may the 
scepter not depart from the house of Judah; and 
may Your nation Israel not require charity; and do 
not accept the prayer of travelers (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 4:1). 
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The Gemara comments that this was also taught in a baraita: One 
who prays must take three steps backward upon concluding his 
prayer and then recite: Peace. And if he did not do so, it is better 
for him not to have prayed, as his actions are disrespectful toward 
God. And they said in the name of Shemaya the Sage that when 
one recites: Peace, he first bows to the right and then to the left, as 
it is stated: “At His right hand was a fiery law to them” (Deuter- 
onomy 33:2), and it says: “A thousand may fall at your side, and ten 
thousand at your right side” (Psalms 91:7). 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for: And it says? Why is it 
necessary to cite another source? The Gemara explains: If you say 
that it is merely the usual manner to give an object with the right 
hand, but this bears no special significance, come and hear: “A thou- 
sand may fall at your side, and ten thousand at your right side,” 
which indicates that the right side is the more significant one. 


The Gemara relates that Rava saw Abaye reciting: Peace, by bowing 
at the end of his prayer to his right first. Rava said to him: Do you 
maintain that you should bow to your right? I say you should bow 
to your left first, as it is the right of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
since He is opposite you face-to-face, as it were. Rav Hiyya, son of 
Rav Huna, said: I observed that Abaye and Rava both took those 
three steps all in one act of bowing, without standing upright in 
between, by way of submission to and acceptance of God’s authority. 


§ The mishna taught: And the High Priest recites a brief prayer in 
the outer chamber. The Gemara asks: What does he pray? Rava bar 
Rav Adda and Ravin bar Rav Adda both said in the name of Rav 
that this was his prayer: May it be your will, Lord our God, that this 
year shall be rainy and hot. The Gemara immediately expresses 
surprise at this request: Is heat a good matter? Why should he re- 
quest that the year be hot? Rather, say and emend it as follows: If 
the upcoming year is hot, may it also be rainy, lest the heat harm the 
crops. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, concluded the language of this prayer in the 
name of Rav Yehuda: May the rule of power not depart from the 
house of Judah; and may your nation Israel not depend on each 
other for sustenance, rather, they should be sustained from the 
produce of their land; and let not the prayer of travelers enter Your 
presence when they pray for the rain to stop on their travels.“4 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa was walking on the 
road when rain fell upon him. He said: Master of the Universe, the 
entire world is comfortable and Hanina is suffering. The rain 
stopped. When he came to his house he said: Master of the Uni- 
verse, the entire world is suffering for lack of rain and Hanina is 
comfortable.’ The rain came back. Rav Yosef said: What effect 
does the prayer of the High Priest have with regard to Rabbi 
Hanina ben Dosa? Notwithstanding the prayer of the High Priest in 
the Holy of Holies, Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa’s sanctity is greater, as 
God fulfills his bidding. 


§ The mishna stated that the High Priest would not extend his prayer. 
The Sages taught in the Tosefta: There was an incident involving a 
certain High Priest who extended his prayer," and his fellow 
priests took a vote, counted, and decided to go in after him out of 
concern that he had died or fainted and required assistance. They 
began to enter and at that moment he emerged. They said to him: 
Why did you extend your prayer? He said to them: Why not? Does 
it trouble you that I prayed for you and for the Temple not to be 
destroyed? They said to him: Do not make a habit of doing so, as 
we learned: He would not extend his prayer, so as not to alarm 
the Jewish people, who might fear he had died. 
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fter th k keni ile, th 
MISHNA“ ert e Ar was ta en into erei ere was 


a rock in the Holy of Holies® from the days 
of the early prophets, David and Samuel, who laid the groundwork 
for construction of the Temple, and this stone was called the founda- 
tion rock. It was three fingerbreadths higher than the ground, and 
the High Priest would place the incense on it. After the High Priest 
left the Holy of Holies, he took the blood of the bull sacrificed as a 
sin-offering from the one who was stirring it," so it would not co- 
agulate. He entered into the place that he had previously entered,’ 
the Holy of Holies, and stood at the place where he had previously 
stood to offer the incense, between the staves. And he sprinkled 
from the blood, one time upward and seven times downward. 


And he would neither intend to sprinkle the blood upward nor to 
sprinkle it downward, but rather like one who whips, with the 
blood sprinkled in a single column, one drop below the other. And 
this is how he would count as he sprinkled, to avoid error: One; one 
and one; one and two; one and three; one and four; one and five; 
one and six; one and seven. The High Priest then emerged from 
there and placed the bowl with the remaining blood on the golden 
pedestal in the Sanctuary. 


They brought him the goat to be sacrificed as a sin-offering to God. 
He slaughtered it and received its blood in the bowl. He again 
entered into the place that he had previously entered, the Holy of 
Holies, and stood at the place that he previously stood, and sprin- 
kled from the blood of the goat one time upward and seven times 
downward. And this is how he would count, just as he counted 
when sprinkling the blood of the bull: One; one and one; one and 
two; etc. The High Priest then emerged from the Holy of Holies and 
placed the bowl with the remaining blood on the second golden 
pedestal in the Sanctuary. Rabbi Yehuda says: There was only one 
pedestal there, and he took the blood of the bull from the pedestal 
and placed the blood of the goat in its place. 


And he sprinkled from the blood of the bull on the curtain opposite 
the Ark from outside the Holy of Holies, one time upward and 
seven times downward, and he would not intend, etc. And this is 
how he would count, etc. When he concluded, he took the blood 
of the goat from the pedestal and placed blood of the bull in its place 
on the pedestal. And he sprinkled from the goat’s blood on the 
curtain opposite the Ark from outside, just as he did with the blood 
of the bull, one time upward and seven times downward, etc. After- 
ward, he poured the blood of the bull into the blood of the goat 
and placed the blood from the full bowl into the empty bowl, so that 
the blood would be mixed well. 


G E M ARA* Gemara comments with regard to the 


wording of the mishna: It does not teach: 
After the Ark was buried, but: After it was taken. If so, we learned 
this mishna in accordance with the opinion of the one who said that 
the Ark was exiled to Babylonia and was not buried in its place, as 
it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: The Ark was exiled 
to Babylonia, as it is stated: “And at the turn of the year King Nebu- 
chadnezzar sent and brought him to Babylonia, along with the 
precious vessels of the House of the Lord” (11 Chronicles 36:10). 
These precious vessels must include the Ark. 


He took the blood from the one who was stirring it - n% by 
ja Dyan mgg yaa OTT: The High Priest takes the blood of the 
bull from the priest who was stirring it, enters the Holy of Holies, 
and sprinkles eight times between the two staves of the Ark. He 
then exits and places the bowl on the golden pedestal in the 
Sanctuary. Next, he leaves the Sanctuary, slaughters the goat, 
and collects its blood. He once again enters the Holy of Holies 


HALAKHA 


and sprinkles the blood between the staves of the Ark eight 
times. He then sprinkles the bull's blood eight times toward the 
curtain across from the Ark, and the goat's blood eight times 
there as well. He then pours the blood of the bull into the blood 
of the goat and then pours the mixture back into the first bowl 
to mix them thoroughly (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 
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BACKGROUND 
There was a rock in the Holy of Holies — ow 7071 Jax: 
The Ark was placed on a slab of bedrock, called the foun- 
dation rock, that was in the Holy of Holies. During the 
Second Temple, the Ark was not placed in the Holy of 
Holies. According to many sources, the rock of the Dome 
of the Rock is the foundation rock. 


Rock of the Dome of the Rock, view from above 


NOTES 


He entered into the place that he had entered - D333 
DDWY nipah: The mishna is intentionally vague with 
regard to this place, as it simply calls it: The place that 
he had entered, without mentioning the Ark at all. This 
is so that the tanna of the mishna can avoid having to 
distinguish between the First Temple period, when the 
Ark was present, and the Second Temple era, when it was 
not (Siah Yitzhak). 
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Likewise, Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: The Ark was exiled to 
Babylonia, as it is stated: “Behold, the days come that all that is in 
your house, and that which your fathers have stored until this day, shall 
be carried to Babylonia; nothing [davar] shall be left, says the Lord” 
(Isaiah 39:6). These are the Ten Commandments [dibrot] that are 
inside it; they too shall not be left behind. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish says: The Ark was buried in its place, as 

it is stated: “And the ends of the staves were seen from the sacred 

place before the partition, but they could not be seen without; and 

they are there to this day” (1 Kings 8:8). The expression “to this day” 
means forever, as the text might be read at any time. This teaches that 

the Ark is hidden in its place. 


The Gemara comments: And this opinion that the Ark was exiled to 
Babylonia disagrees with that of Ulla, as Ulla said: Rabbi Matya ben 
Harash asked Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai in Rome: And since Rabbi 
Eliezer taught us once and twice, i.e., from two separate verses, that 
the Ark was exiled to Babylonia. The Gemara interrupts its citation 
of Rabbi Matya ben Harash’s question to identify these two verses. 
The first verse is that which we said: “And brought him to Babylonia, 
along with the precious vessels of the House of the Lord.” What is 
the second verse? Rabbi Eliezer said: As it is written: “And gone 
from the daughter of Zion is 


all her splendor” (Lamentations 1:6). What is the meaning of: “All 
her splendor [hadara]”? It means: Her chamber [hadra],"i.e., some- 
thing that was hidden within the innermost chambers, namely the 
Ark. You, Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, what do you say in response to 
this? He said to him: As I say, the Ark was buried in its place and 
not exiled, as it is stated: “And the staves were so long that the ends 
of the staves were seen from the sacred place before the partition, but 
they could not be seen without; and they are there to this day” 
(1 Kings 8:8). 


Rabba said to Ulla: From where in this verse may it be inferred that 
the Ark was buried in its place? Ulla replied that the source is as it is 
written: “And they are there to this day,’ which is referring to any 
day when one might read this sentence, i.e., forever. Rabba objected 
to this explanation: And is it the case that anywhere that it is written 
“to this day” it means forever, as opposed to the time when the verse 
was written? But isn’t it written: “And the children of Benjamin did 
not drive out the Jebusites who inhabited Jerusalem; but the Je- 
busites dwelt with the children of Benjamin in Jerusalem, to this 
day” (Judges 1:21)? So too here, let us say that the Jebusites were not 
exiled from Jerusalem. 


But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: No person 
passed through the land of Judea for fifty-two years after the destruc- 
tion of the Temple by Nebuchadnezzar, as it is stated: “I will raise 
crying and wailing for the mountains, and a lamentation for the 
pastures of the wilderness, for they have been burned, with no 
person passing through. And they do not hear the sound of the 
cattle; from the bird of the heavens to the beast [behema], all have 
fled and gone” (Jeremiah 9:9). Behema, spelled beit, heh, mem, heh, 
has a numerical value of fifty-two, alluding to the fact that no one 
passed through the land for fifty-two years. 


NOTES 


Hadara, hadra — mym YTA: Since the letters heh and het look to the Ark of the Covenant, which is located in the innermost 
and sound similar, they are often interchangeable, andthe Sages chambers [hadrei hadarim], as well as the Torah, referred to as 
make use of this variance in their interpretations of verses. Hadra — hadara, the splendor of the Jewish people (see /yyei HaYam and 
in this context serves to emphasize that the verse is referring Maharsha). 


Day yaw ÍK DP 127 AM 
age? y psa nay ABA MNP 
ATI NYY OND NY 137 WN) 
ana smy m a -— py? 
via mab mia vast” x27 
WX ‘by maY ‘BNI an} TTS 

ropnia rato mi ma ny yay 


DDI ‘ow D03 KIJ > wx 
INIT KPI ba Jw IND xb 
jaoraY spn KIT Doiy ow’ 
pons we ab wb yaw a 
mow Aya bs Nixa won 
mx 13 OWN Ye a bony) 
nya abou mohan nyy 

oN iNT ay 


vwy Jha pane aby sap 
PONY TOW MYT b3 baba 
Popi DPn oy naa 

KIPI 


DÍK DAITEK JOM) TAY 
mg I ops VI nawha ying 
aX AK pry? 32 yor 27 7X 
IN [12a Mwy KI 723 
TAWA TIVI MST POYDA maw 
SVAN Oy DTi ea NAN 
ay Tat xX sash psn xy 
Dey TIM Iw) now nny 

aiy 


AIT vay ware PAY mT NA 
IPIT KAN I wap POYDA 
yapan byar Data: Deyn 
ITP AAW) YS pong 
nny) ow ben DID X by 

anh) UX 


WRUINYY D03 297TH 1) 
"YIN IY by 203027 
KAN PRN PRI PRY 2THD KI 
bin) "DIET WNT NPY 937 9B 
anb ainda - pipan pram xb 
pyrpa mp Sis» nortan DNY 
anib Tbn - pxyin mong. 
vagina acy NOY 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


And it was taught in another baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: For 
seven years a curse of brimstone’ and salt endured in Eretz Yis- 
rael, rendering it unfit for human habitation. And Rabbi Yohanan 

said: What is the rationale of Rabbi Yosei; from where does he 

learn this? It is derived from a verbal analogy between “covenant” 
and “covenant.” It is written here: “And he shall make a firm cov- 
enant with many for one week” (Daniel 9:27), i.e., seven years. And 

it is written there: “And that its entire land is brimstone and salt... 
They shall say: Because they forsook the covenant of the Lord, 
the God of their fathers” (Deuteronomy 29:22; 24). Evidently, the 

Jebusites must have been exiled from Jerusalem, which proves that 

the phrase “to this day” does not always mean forever. 


Ulla said to him: Here, with regard to the Ark, it is written: “And 
they are there”; whereas there, in the verse that deals with the Je- 
busites, it is not written. And anywhere that “there” is written 
with the phrase “to this day” it means forever. The Gemara raises 
an objection from the following verse: “And some of them, even 
of the sons of Simeon, five hundred men, went to Mount Seir 
having for their captains Pelatiah and Neariah and Rephaiah and 
Uzziel, the sons of Ishi. And they smote the remnant of the Ama- 
lekites who escaped, and dwelt there to this day” (1 Chronicles 


4:42-43). 


The Gemara explains its objection: But Sennacherib, king of As- 
syria, had already come, and through his policy of forced popula- 
tion transfer he had scrambled all the nations of the lands, as it is 
stated in reference to Sennacherib: “And I have removed the 
bounds of the peoples, and have robbed their treasures” (Isaiah 
10:13). This indicates that the children of Simeon were also exiled, 
despite the fact that the verse states: “There to this day” The Ge- 
mara concludes: Indeed, this is a conclusive refutation of Ulla’s 
statement. 


Rav Nahman said that a Sage taught in the Tosefta: And the Rabbis 
say that the Ark of the Covenant was buried in the Chamber of 
the Woodshed. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We, too, have 
learned in a mishna: There was an incident involving a certain 
priest who was occupied with various matters, and he saw a floor 
tile in the woodshed that was different from the others. One of the 
marble floor tiles was higher than the rest, suggesting it had been 
lifted out and replaced. He came and informed his friend of the 
uneven tile, but was unable to finish his report and provide the 
exact location of the tile before his soul departed from his body. 
And consequently they knew definitively that the Ark was buried 
there, but its location was meant to be kept secret. 


The Gemara asks: What was he doing, that priest who noticed the 
misplaced tile? Rabbi Helbo said: He was occupied with his axe, 
i.e, he was banging the floor with his axe. He thereby discovered an 
empty space under a tile, which he guessed was the opening of a 
tunnel. The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Two blemished 
priests’ were sorting wormy wood when the axe of one of them 
dropped and fell there, into the hole in the floor. Blemished priests 
were appointed to inspect the wood for worms, as these logs were 
unfit for use on the altar. And fire burst out and consumed that 
priest, so the exact location remains unknown. 


§ Rabbi Yehuda raised a contradiction. It is written: “The ends 
of the staves were seen,’ and it is written in that same verse: “But 
they could not be seen without” (1 Kings 8:8). How can one rec- 
oncile this contradiction? They were seen and yet not seen, i.e., the 
staves were partially visible. This was also taught in a baraita: “The 
ends of the staves were seen”; one might have thought that they 
did not move from their position and did not protrude at all. 
Therefore, the verse states: “And the staves were so long.’ One 
might have thought that they ripped through the curtain and 
emerged on the other side; therefore, the verse states: “They could 
not be seen without.” 


BACKGROUND 


Brimstone — m93: Brimstone is a synonym for sulfur. Al- 
though some sulfur is beneficial to plants, too much of it 
can be harmful. Sulfur can be found near volcanic regions 
in the form of crystals. 


Sulfur crystal 


— 
i 


Sulfur mine 


— E ccc 
Blemished priests — pava ya Dia: Priests with physical 
blemishes are prohibited from performing the Temple ser- 
vice, but they may be employed in certain tasks. One such 
job is guaranteeing that the wood for the altar is acceptable. 
Any wood that contains worms is discarded as repugnant. 


And the staves were so long — D727 13°11; Some com- 
mentaries say that the staves were twelve cubits long or 
even more, and would therefore protrude against the curtain 
so that their presence could be detected on the other side. 
Other authorities claim that the staves would elongate mi- 
raculously, beyond their original length (see Rabbi Yoshiya 
Pinto and Ein Ya‘akov). 
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NOTES 

Clinging to one another — ma m miyn: The Me‘iri 
explains that the wings of the cherubs touched one 
another, and it was this contact that symbolized the 
connection between the Jewish people and the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, whose relationship is like 
that of a husband and wife. Indeed, this metaphor 
for the ties between the Jewish people and God 
appears frequently in the Prophets. 


She is modest in the presence of her husband, 
etc. - 131 mwan myy: The Me'iri states that in the 
days of the First Temple the nation was on a suf- 
ficiently high spiritual level to witness the symbol 
of the Jewish people clinging to God. However, in 
the Second Temple era the nation’s spiritual level 
dropped, and therefore the image of the cherubs 
was hidden from them. 
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Howis this so? The staves of the Ark pushed and protruded and stuck 

out against the curtain toward the outside, and appeared like the two 

breasts of a woman pushing against her clothes. As it is stated: “My 

beloved is to me like a bundle of myrrh, that lies between my breasts” 
(Song of Songs 1:13). For this reason the Ark of the Covenant, where 

the Divine Presence rests, is positioned so that its staves protrude 

through the curtain, like the breasts of a woman. 


Continuing the previous discussion, Rav Ketina said: When the Jewish 
people would ascend for one of the pilgrimage Festivals, the priests 
would roll up the curtain for them and show them the cherubs, which 
were clinging to one another,” and say to them: See how you are 
beloved before God, like the love of a male and female. The two 
cherubs symbolize the Holy One, Blessed be He, and the Jewish people. 


Rav Hisda raised an objection: How could the priests allow the people 
to see this? After all, it is stated with regard to the Tabernacle: “But they 
shall not go in to see the sacred objects as they are being covered, lest 
they die” (Numbers 4:20), and Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: When 
the vessels were put into their containers for transport, it was prohib- 
ited even for the Levites to look at them. The prohibition against view- 
ing the vessels should be even more severe when they are fixed in their 
sacred place within the Temple. How could they be publicly displayed? 


Rav Nahman said in answer: This is analogous to a bride; as long as 

she is engaged but still in her father’s house, she is modest in the pres- 
ence of her husband." However, once she is married and comes to her 

father-in-law’s house to live with her husband, she is no longer mod- 
est in the presence of her husband. Likewise, in the wilderness, when 

the Divine Presence did not dwell in a permanent place, it was prohib- 
ited to see the sacred objects. By contrast, all were allowed to see the 

sacred objects in their permanent place in the Temple. 


Rav Hana bar Rav Ketina raised an objection from the aforemen- 
tioned mishna: There was an incident involving a certain priest who 

was occupied and discovered the place where the Ark was hidden, and 

he subsequently died before he could reveal its location. Since he was 

prevented from seeing the Ark, it was evidently prohibited to see the 

sacred objects even after the Temple was built. Rav Nahman said to 

him: This is not difficult, as you are speaking of when she was divorced. 
Since the Jewish people were exiled after the destruction of the First 

Temple, they are compared to a woman divorced from her husband, and 

when a woman is divorced she returns to her original beloved but 

reserved state. She is once again modest and does not reveal herself. 
Likewise, the Divine Presence will remain hidden until the glory of the 

First Temple is restored. 


The Gemara poses a question concerning Rav Ketina’s statement: With 
what are we dealing here; in what circumstance did the priests roll up 
the curtain to show everyone the cherubs? If we say this is referring to 
the First Temple, was there a curtain between the Sanctuary and the 
Holy of Holies? In the First Temple, there was a wall there. Rather, we 
will say this is referring to the Second Temple; but were there cherubs 
there? Since there was no Ark, it follows that there were no cherubs on 
it. The Gemara answers: Actually, Rav Ketina is referring to the First 
Temple, and what is the curtain that he mentioned? It is the curtain 
of the gates. For all of the Jewish people to be able to see, they had to 
raise the curtains hanging on all the gates. 


As Rabbi Zeira said that Rav said: There were thirteen curtains in the 
Second Temple: Seven opposite, i.e., on the inside of, seven gates; two 
additional ones within the Temple, one of which was at the entrance 
to the Sanctuary and the other one of which was at the entrance to 
the Entrance Hall. Two additional curtains were within the partition, 
in the Holy of Holies in place of the one-cubit partition, and two cor- 
responding to them were above in the upper chamber. Above the 
Holy of Holies, there was another level in the same layout as the one 
below, and a curtain was affixed there, too, as no one climbed up to the 
higher chamber above the Holy of Holies without a pressing need. 
These curtains were most likely hanging in the First Temple as well. 
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Rav Aha bar Yaakov said: Actually, Rav Ketina’s statement is 
referring to the Second Temple: There was a curtain at the en- 
trance of the Holy of Holies, and indeed there were images of 
cherubs there, i.e., drawn or engraved pictures of the cherubs 
on the walls. As it is written: “And he carved all the walls of the 
house round about with carved figures of cherubs and palm 
trees and open flowers, within and without” (1 Kings 6:29), and 
it is further stated: “And he overlaid them with gold fitted upon 
the graven work” (1 Kings 6:35), which teaches that in addition 
to the cherubs within the sacred place, other cherubs were drawn 
on the walls. 


And it is written: “According to the space of each with loyot” 
(1 Kings 7:36). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: 
“According to the space of each with loyot”? Rabba bar Rav 
Sheila said: 


It means like a man joined and clinging to his livaya, his partner, 
i.e., his wife. In other words, the cherubs appeared to be embrac- 
ing one another. Reish Lakish said: When gentiles destroyed 

the Second Temple and entered the Sanctuary, they saw these 

drawings of cherubs clinging to one another." They peeled 

them from the wall, took them out to the market, and said: 

These Jews, whose blessing is a blessing’ and whose curse is a 

curse, due to their great fear of God, should they be occupied 

with such matters, making images of this kind? They immedi- 
ately debased and destroyed them, as it is stated: “All who 

honored her debase her because they have seen her nakedness” 
(Lamentations 1:8). 


§ The mishna taught that a stone sat in the Holy of Holies and 

it was called the foundation [shetiyya] rock. A Sage taught in 

the Tosefta: Why was it called shetiyya? It is because the world 

was created [hushtat] from it. The Gemara comments: We 

learned the mishna in accordance with the opinion of the one 

who said that the world was created from Zion. As it was 

taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: The world was cre- 
ated from its center, as it is stated: “When the dust runs into 

a mass, and the clods cleave fast together” (Job 38:38). The 

world was created by adding matter to the center, like the forma- 
tion of clumps of earth." 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: The world was created from the sides, 
as it is stated: “For He said to the snow: Become the earth, 
likewise to the shower of rain, and to the showers of His 
mighty rain” (Job 37:6). This verse indicates that the rains fell 
from all sides, which led to the creation of the earth. Rabbi 
Yitzhak Nappaha said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, cast a 
stone into the sea, from which the world was created, as it is 
stated: “Upon what were its foundations fastened; or who laid 
its cornerstone?” (Job 38:6). 


And the Rabbis say: The world was created from Zion, as it is 

stated: “A Psalm of Asaph. God, the Lord God has spoken and 

called the earth, from the rising of the sun to its place of setting” 
(Psalms 50:1), and it states: “Out of Zion, the perfection of 
beauty, God has shined forth” (Psalms 50:2). The mishna is 

taught in accordance with this last opinion. 


NOTES 


They saw cherubs clinging to one another - 093173 1X1 
ma m piyan: The early commentaries ask: Since the Talmud 
claims that the cherubs clung to one another only when the 
Jewish people obeyed God's will, why were they not they sepa- 
rated at the time of the Temple's destruction? One suggestion 
is that a special miracle was performed in order to shame the 
Jews. According to another opinion, this Gemara is referring to 
the drawn images of the cherubs, which always clung to one 
another. Yet others explain that the destruction of the Temple 
atoned for the sins of the Jewish people, and therefore the cher- 
ubs were embracing (see Ritva; Maharsha; Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


Whose blessing is a blessing - 7393 372W: Some com- 
mentaries say that this statement alludes to the promise made 
to Abraham: “And | will bless them who bless you, and he who 
curses you | will curse” (Genesis 12:3). Others suggest that it is 
referring to the blessings and curses recited on Mount Gerizim, 
which include the prohibition against fashioning images and 
idols, as stated explicitly in Deuteronomy 27:15: “Cursed be the 
man who makes a graven or molten image, an abomination to 
the Lord...” (Maharsha; lyyun Ya'akov). 


From where was the world created - oriya x12219: None 
of these claims are meant literally; rather, each ‘alludes to a dif- 
ferent perspective on the nature of the world and the order of 
its creation. Was the world created from a central point, or were 
all parts created equal? Those who say that earth was created 
from Zion maintain that the world was founded on a point of 
inner sanctity, the true center of its being (Minhat Hinnukh). 
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NOTES 

The generations of the heavens were created from 
the heavens — «7123 Own Daw nitin: This opinion 
indicates that the heavens comprise the upper worlds, 
which are of a different nature than the earth and all 
physical objects. Conversely, the Rabbis maintain that 
an element of sanctity unites the material and the spiri- 
tual, and therefore Zion is the center of the world from 
which both the spiritual heavens and physical earth 
were created (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto; Yefat To'ar). 
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NOTES 

Like one who lashes with a whip — «2732193: The com- 
mentaries debate the exact nature of this comparison 

o a whip. Some suggest that it is referring to the forty 

ashes struck on the back and the front of a criminal. 
The agent of the court administering the lashes had to 

change his hand position from above to below, so as to 

hit each side (Sefer HaYashar, see Arukh; Meri; Rabbeinu 

Hananel). Others explain that the sprinkling is like a 

whip in that the High Priest raises his hand only slightly, 
enough to strike a blow (geonim). Another interpreta- 
ion is that the sprinkling is similar to whipping because 

he priest did not aim at an exact location, just as one 

who lashes does not strike a precise location (Meri). 
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It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer the Great says: “These 
are the generations of the heaven and the earth when they were 
created, on the day that the Lord God made earth and heaven” 
(Genesis 2:4) means that the generations of the heavens, i.e., all 
things found in the heavens, were created from the heavens,‘ while 
the generations of the earth were created from the earth. 


And the Rabbis say: Both these and those were created from Zion, 
as it is stated: “A Psalm of Asaph. God, the Lord God has spoken 
and called the earth, from the rising of the sun to its place of set- 
ting,” and it says: “Out of Zion, the perfection of beauty, God has 
shined forth,’ i.e., from Zion the beauty of the world was perfected, 
which includes both the generations of the heavens and the genera- 
tions of the earth. 


§ The mishna taught that the High Priest took the blood of the bull 
from the one who was stirring it so it would not coagulate, and he 
entered and sprinkled it like one who whips. The Gemara asks: What 
is the meaning of: Like one who whips? Rav Yehuda demonstrated 
the action with his hand, 


like one who lashes with a whip" on the back of another and who 
occasionally strikes lower down. A Sage taught in the Tosefta: When 
the High Priest sprinkles the blood, he does not sprinkle on the top 
of the Ark cover; rather, he does so against the thickness of the Ark 
cover. When he sprinkles once upward, he turns his hand so that 
the back of his hand faces downward, and he then sprinkles upward. 
And when he sprinkles seven times downward, he turns his hand 
so its back is upward. However, he does not sprinkle on the Ark 
cover or below it, so that the blood does not actually come into con- 
tact with it. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, that the sprinklings 
do not actually touch the Ark cover, derived? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov 
said that Rabbi Zeira said: The verse states with regard to the goat 
sacrificed as a sin-offering: “And he shall do with its blood as he did 
with the blood of the bull, and sprinkle it upon the Ark cover and 
before the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:15). The verse should not say 
downward, i.e., “before the Ark cover,” with regard to the goat, as this 
is unnecessary; this requirement is derived from the term down- 
ward in connection with the bull. 


Since the rite performed with the blood of the goat is compared to 

the rite of the blood of the bull, why is the requirement that the High 

Priest must sprinkle downward stated twice? It is to juxtapose the 

phrase “upon the Ark cover” to “before the Ark cover”; just as “be- 
fore” means that it is not actually on the Ark cover but merely in front 

of it, so too, “upon” means that it is not actually on the Ark cover but 

in front of it, and the High Priest simply turns his hand upward. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: On the contrary, the verse should not 
say upward, i.e., “before the Ark cover,’ with regard to the bull, as 
this is unnecessary; it is derived from the term upward stated in 
connection to the goat. Since the verse equates the two rituals, why 
does it state the upward sprinkling of the blood of the bull? It is to 
juxtapose the phrase “before the Ark cover,” stated with regard to the 
bull, to “upon the Ark cover,” stated with regard to the goat; just as 


“upon” stated by the goat means actually upon, as indicated by the 


literal meaning of the verse, so too, “before” means actually upon it, 
i.e, the blood of the goat should touch the thickness of the Ark cover. 
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The Gemara expresses surprise at this suggestion: What is this com- 
parison? Granted, if you say that downward stated with regard to the 

goat is mentioned to juxtapose it to upward stated with regard to the 

bull, one needs the phrase “upon the Ark cover,’ which deals with the 

blood of the bull, for that which the school of Rabbi Eliezer ben 

Ya’akov taught. As the school of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov taught: 
“Upon [al penei] the Ark cover to the east” (Leviticus 16:14); this 

forms an analogy that applies to the entire Torah: Any place where it 

is stated “face [penei],” it is referring to nothing other than the eastern 

side.’ However, if you say, as suggested by the question, that upward 

with regard to the bull is mentioned to juxtapose it to “upward” stated 

with regard to the goat, for what purpose does downward stated with 

regard to the goat come; what do we learn from this phrase? Rather, 
the first interpretation of the verse must be correct. 


§ The Sages taught: “And sprinkle it upon the Ark cover and before 
the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:15). We have thereby learned how many 
times the High Priest must sprinkle upward for the goat, that is, one 
sprinkling, as it states: “And sprinkle.” However, with regard to the 
sprinkling downward for the goat, before the Ark cover, I do not know 
how many times he must sprinkle. 


I therefore derive the halakha from the verses. It states that blood is 
sprinkled downward in the case of the bull, and it states that blood is 
sprinkled downward in the case of the goat. Just as the blood that he 
sprinkles downward in the case of the bull consists of seven sprin- 
klings, as the verse explicitly states: “And before the Ark cover he shall 
sprinkle seven times” (Leviticus 16:14), so too, the sprinkling of the 
blood downward in the case of the goat is performed seven times. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Or one can go and reason this way: It 
states that blood is sprinkled upward in the case of the goat, and 
likewise it states that blood is sprinkled downward in the case of the 
goat. Just as with regard to sprinkling upward in the case of the goat 
there is one sprinkling, so too, with regard to sprinkling downward in 
the case of the goat there is only one sprinkling. The Gemara com- 
ments: Let us see what case this resembles: One derives an act per- 
formed downward from another act that is downward, and one does 
not derive an act performed downward from an upward act. 


The Gemara retorts: On the contrary, one derives one aspect of a 
matter from another aspect of that same matter, i.e., one should infer 
the halakha with regard to the blood of the goat from another halakha 
involving that same blood, and one does not derive the halakha of that 
matter from an external matter. Therefore, the verse states: “And he 
shall do with its blood as he did with the blood of the bull” (Leviticus 
16:15 ). As there is no need for the verse to state: “As he did,” because 
the whole process is explicitly stated a second time, what then is the 
meaning when the verse states: “As he did”? It comes to teach that all 
his actions should be alike, down to every detail. Consequently, just 
as the sprinklings downward in the case of the bull are seven, so too, 
the sprinklings downward in the case of the goat are seven. 


We have thereby learned how many sprinklings are performed down- 
ward in the case of the bull and by the goat: Seven. However, I do not 

know how many times the High Priest must sprinkle upward in the 

case of the bull. And I therefore derive the halakha as follows: It states 

that blood is sprinkled upward in the case of the goat, and it states 

that blood is sprinkled upward in the case of the bull. Just as with 

regard to the sprinkling upward in the case of the goat he sprinkles one 

time, as stated explicitly, so too, in the case of the bull he sprinkles 

upward one time. 


NOTES 


Face [penei] is referring to nothing other than the eastern which is located in the west. Since this expression appears in the 
side - Dt? xx $x 139: The converse to this claim is that every previous verse, it is necessary to teach that the vessels themselves 
instance of “before the Lord” is referring to the Divine Presence, were faced eastward. 
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HALAKHA 

The manner of sprinkling and counting - 7x19 713 
param: The High Priest first sprinkled eight times with 
the blood of the bull between the staves of the Ark: 
Once upward and seven times downward. This order 
was repeated with the goat's blood. It was repeated 
again toward the curtain with the bull’s blood and 
then with the blood of the goat. As he sprinkled, he 
counted in the following manner: One, one and one, 
one and two, etc. He counted to avoid an error in the 
sprinkling. The Rambam rules in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar because his statement 
is quoted before that of Rabbi Yohanan, an unusual 
occurrence that indicates that the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with his opinion (Likkutei Halakhot; Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 3:5). 


NOTES 
Must be counted — para 73°: According to Rabbi 
Yohanan, there is a special mitzva for the High Priest 
to count. Statements to the same effect appear in the 
Sifra and the Jerusalem Talmud. Nevertheless, some 
commentaries maintain that he is required to count 
only ab initio (see Meiiri). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: Or one can go and reason this 
way: It is stated that blood is sprinkled downward in the case 
of the bull, and likewise it is stated that blood is sprinkled 
upward in the case of the bull. Just as with regard to sprinkling 
downward in the case of the bull there are seven sprinklings, so 
too, with regard to sprinkling upward in the case of the bull 
there should be seven sprinklings. The Gemara comments: Let 
us see what case this resembles: One derives an act performed 
upward from another act that is performed upward, and one 
does not derive an act performed upward from a downward 
act. 


The Gemara retorts: On the contrary, one derives one aspect 
of a matter from another aspect of that same matter, and one 
does not derive the halakha of that matter from an external 
matter. Therefore, the verse states: “And he shall do with its 
blood as he did.” As there is no need for the verse to state: “As 
he did,” because the whole process is explicitly stated a second 
time, what then is the meaning when the verse states: “As he 
did”? It comes to teach that all his actions should be alike: Just 
as the sprinklings downward in the case of the bull are seven, 
so too, the sprinklings downward in the case of the goat are 
seven; and just as the sprinkling upward in the case of the goat 
is one, so too, the sprinkling upward in the case of the bull is 
one. 


§ The mishna states that the High Priest counted: One; one 
and one; one and two. The Sages taught in a baraita that when 
sprinkling, the High Priest counted: One; one and one; one 
and two; one and three; one and four; one and five; one and 
six; one and seven. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rab- 
bi Yehuda says that he counted: One; one and one; two and 
one; three and one; four and one; five and one; six and one; 
seven and one.” 


The Gemara comments: They do not disagree about the matter 
itself that the High Priest sprinkles once upward and seven times 
downward. Rather, this Sage rules in accordance with the norm 
in his place, and this Sage rules in accordance with the norm 
in his place. In one place they counted the smaller number first, 
while in the other place they would count the larger number first. 


The Gemara asks: In any case, everyone, both Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Yehuda, agrees that the first sprinkling upward must be 
counted" together with each and every one of the subsequent 
sprinklings. What is the reason for this? Why can’t the High 
Priest count the downward sprinklings separately? The Sages 
debated this matter. Rabbi Elazar said: The reason is so that he 
does not err in the sprinklings. If the High Priest were to count 
downward without including the first upward sprinkling, he 
might mistakenly think that his calculation includes the first 
sprinkling, which would lead him to add another one. 


Rabbi Yohanan said that the reason is that the verse states: 
“And he shall sprinkle it with his finger upon the Ark cover, and 
before the Ark cover he shall sprinkle” (Leviticus 16:14). As 
there is no need for the verse to state: He shall sprinkle” again, 
what is the meaning when the verse states: “He shall sprinkle”? 
This teaches with regard to the first sprinkling that it must be 
counted with each and every subsequent one, i.e., he must 
mention the first sprinkling every time. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two explanations? The Gemara answers: The practical difference 
between them concerns a case where he did not count the first 
sprinkling and did not err. That is acceptable according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar, whereas according to Rabbi Yohanan 
the High Priest acted incorrectly, as it is mitzva to count the first 
one. 
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§ The mishna taught that the High Priest emerged and placed the 
bowl with the remaining blood of the bull on the golden pedestal 
in the Sanctuary, and later he placed the goat’s blood on a second 
pedestal, whereas according to Rabbi Yehuda there was only one 
pedestal. The Gemara comments: We learned in a mishna there 
(Shekalim 6:6) that Rabbi Yehuda says: There were no collection 
horns for obligatory nests, i.e., the pairs of pigeons or turtledoves 
brought as sin- and burnt-offerings by women after childbirth or 
other individuals, due to the concern of mixtures." 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: Due to a 
mixture? Rav Yosef said: It means due to the possible mixture of 
obligatory nests with free-will ones." There was concern lest the 
priests mix the money given for obligatory nests, which are sacri- 
ficed as a sin-offering and a burnt-offering, with the money for free- 
will nests, which are sacrificed as a pair of burnt-offerings. Mixing 
the funds in this way would disqualify the birds. Abaye said to him: 
And let us prepare two collection horns and write on them which 
is the container for obligatory offerings and which is the one for 
free-will offerings. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda 


does not accept that one may rely on writing in a situation where 
an error is possible. As we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda 
says: There was only one pedestal in the Temple on which to place 
the blood. What is the reason that they did not place two pedestals 
there? It is because the pedestals might be exchanged for one an- 
other, and he might take the goat’s blood instead of that of the bull. 
But in that case, let us place two pedestals and write on them which 
one is for the bull and which is for the goat. Rather, it is clear that 
Rabbi Yehuda does not accept that one may rely on writing in a 
situation where error is possible. 


The Gemara raises an objection against this conclusion: There were 
thirteen collection horns" in the Temple," and they were each 
inscribed with different names. On one container was written: New 
shekels. In this horn they placed shekels that were donated at the 
correct time that year. And on another horn the phrase old shekels 
was written, referring to coins from the past year that did not reach 
the Temple during the allotted period. On the other horns, the fol- 
lowing phrases were written: Nests, for obligatory offerings consist- 
ing of pairs of pigeons or turtledoves; young birds for burnt- 
offerings; wood, for anyone who wished to donate wood; frankin- 
cense; and gold for the Ark cover." And there were six additional 
boxes designated for communal free-will offerings" of all kinds." 


Collection horns [shofarot] — ninaiw: As explained by the com- 
mentaries, these were called shofarot because they resembled 
the shape of a shofar, with narrow openings at the top but wide 
underneath. The boxes were fashioned in this shape to thwart 
thieves from trying to steal from the funds while appearing 
to donate money; it took a great deal of effort to steal from 
narrow-mouthed boxes (see Jerusalem Talmud; Ba'al Halakhot 


Gedolot). 


Gold for the Ark cover - miss) am: According to Rashi, this 
was a container for donating gold to be used for Temple vessels 
in general. Other commentaries suggest that the gold was used 
mainly for plating the Holy of Holies chamber, also known as 
the Ark cover chamber, as it is taught that the donation surplus 
was reserved for this purpose (Josafot Yeshanim). 


NOTES 


Six for communal free-will offerings - mand mow: Rashi 
explains that there were six containers for general donations, 
one for each of the six families of every priestly watch. The 
Rambam writes that each of these containers was designated 
for a specific purpose. A similar explanation is stated in tractate 
Shekalim (see the Halakha section). 


Thirteen collection horns — niwiw wy mew: There were no 
collection horns for any other purposes, as one could not pay for 
an obligatory animal offering in this manner. The reason is that 
one who brings an obligatory offering must place his hands on 
it, which means he must be present when it is sacrificed. Like- 
wise, there were no donation horns for other types of offerings, 
as these were uncommon; permanent horns were established 
only for frequently sacrificed offerings (Meri). 


NOTES 
Due to the mixtures — niais 1392: Rashi explains that 
the priest might err and mix the funds for obligatory offer- 
ings with those for free-will offerings. Other commentaries 
take issue with this explanation, as priests are generally con- 
sidered meticulous. An alternative concern is that the donors 
might put their money in the incorrect container (see Ritva). 


Mixture of obligatory nests with free-will ones - naiwna 
MIVA Ain: Tosafot ask why there is no concern lest the 
priest mix the funds for obligatory nests of one woman with 
those of another woman. This answer is that the money for 
each nest was bound together. Furthermore, the money was 
redeemed with the stipulation that each sum of money be- 
longed to the offering of a single woman (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


HALAKHA 


There were thirteen collection horns in the Temple - vow 
wpa pa nii mwy: There were thirteen containers in 
the Temple, each shaped like a shofar. The first contained 
shekels of the current year, the so-called new shekels, while 
the second held the old shekels of the previous year. The 
third box was for the money of those obligated to bring 
two pigeons or turtledoves, one as a sin-offering and one 
as a burnt-offering, i.e., obligatory nests. The fourth box 
contained the coins of those who brought birds for a free- 
will burnt-offering. The fifth collection box was for those 
donating money for wood, and the sixth was for money for 
frankincense. Those who donated gold for the Ark cover put 
it in the seventh container, while those obligated to bring 
an animal sin-offering placed their funds in the eighth box. 
The ninth box was for the surplus of guilt-offering money, 
i.e., if an individual separated money for his guilt-offering 
and some was left over, he should place the surplus coins 
in that box. The tenth was for bird offerings of zavim and 
women after childbirth, and the eleventh was for the offer- 
ings of nazirites. The twelfth box was for the surplus of the 
guilt-offerings brought by lepers, and the thirteenth and last 
box was for free-will animal burnt-offerings. This list is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis rather than that of 
Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:2). 
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HALAKHA 
One who sends his sin-offering from overseas — 
Den YTAN inken mbiwn: If one sends a sin-offering 
from overseas, the priests sacrifice it on the presump- 
tion that he is alive (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:14). 


One who buys wine from among the Samaritans — 
DMD pan y» mpb: One who owns one hundred 
log of untithed wine must separate terumot and tithes 
before he may drink any of the beverage. He may not 
stipulate beforehand that the remaining wine shall 
serve as terumot and tithes, as the principle of retro- 
active clarification is not accepted with regard to a 
Torah requirement. The halakha is in accordance with 
the majority opinion, as explained in tractate Beitza 
(Kesef Mishne; Radbaz; Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Maasrot 7:1) 
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The Gemara explains: New shekels, these are the shekels of each and 

every year that arrive on time; old shekels, these are for one who did 

not donate a shekel the previous year, who must donate the next 

year; nests, these are the turtledoves brought as offerings; young 

birds for burnt-offerings, these are pigeons; and all these birds are 

burnt-offerings; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Ye- 
huda maintains that there was no container for nests of obligatory 
sin-offerings and burnt-offerings, due to the potential mixture between 
the two. In any case, this shows that Rabbi Yehuda does rely on inscrip- 
tions written on containers, which contradicts the above claim that he 

does not rely on writing in these situations. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: They 

say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, that this is a rabbinic decree due to the 

possible presence in the mixture of a sin-offering whose owners have 

died. Since a sin-offering of this kind must be left to die, if one of the 

donors of the coins in the sin-offering horn passes away, his fands 

cannot be used. The Gemara asks: And are we concerned about the 

possible death of a donor? But didn’t we learn in a mishna: With re- 
gard to one who sends his sin-offering" from overseas," they sacri- 
fice it for him on the presumption that he is alive, although he might 

have died in the meantime. This shows that the possibility of death is 

not taken into account. 


Rather, Rabbi Yehuda’s concern is due to a sin-offering whose own- 
er has certainly died, lest it be confirmed that one of the people who 
donated money for a sin-offering bird has indeed died. The Gemara 
asks: Even so, this can be rectified, as let us select four zuz, the price 
of such an offering, and throw them into the water to be destroyed. It 
may be said that the money removed from the box was the money for 
the sin-offering whose owner died, and these other coins will be 
permitted. It will be clarified retroactively that these coins were des- 
ignated for that purpose. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda does 
not accept the rule of retroactive clarification." In his opinion, one 
cannot issue a designation after the fact. Consequently, he rejects this 
solution. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that this is indeed Rabbi 
Yehuda’s opinion? If we say it is derived from that which we learned 
in the following mishna, there is a difficulty. The mishna states: With 
regard to one who buys wine from among the Samaritans," who do 
not tithe their produce properly, on Shabbat eve at nightfall and has 
no time to separate the tithe before Shabbat and to place the separated 
portions in distinct locations, he may arise and say: Two log of the 
one hundred log present here, which I will separate in the future, 
after Shabbat, shall be the teruma gedola given to a priest, as the Sages 
mandated that one-fiftieth of one’s produce constitutes an average 
measure of teruma; 


NOTES 


One who sends his sin-offering — inxwn nbiwn: It has been sug- 
gested that this is referring specifically to the offering of a woman 
or a bird brought as a sin-offering. As in the case of other sin- 
offerings, the donor is required to place his hands on the animal 
prior to its slaughter. Admittedly, this rite is not indispensable, but 
it is still preferable for the donor to be present (Meri). 


Retroactive clarification - M13: The concept of retroactive 
clarification features in various halakhic contexts. The issue is as 
follows: Once an event has happened, may one behave as though 
its outcome was premeditated, thereby making the result retroac- 
tively correct? For example, may the wine remaining in a jug be 
considered teruma retroactively? In all cases of retroactive clarifi- 
cation it is not merely a matter of discovering the previous status 
but of behaving as though something that was determined only 
later was actually in effect at an earlier point in time. The halakhic 
conclusion is that one may not apply the concept of retroactive 
clarification to cases involving Torah law, but one may with regard 
to rabbinic law. 


One who buys wine from among the Samaritans — 3/3} npiba 
a»: The halakhic status of Samaritans was uncertain in mish- 
naic times. Some tanna‘im maintain that Samaritans were proper 
converts and therefore halakhically Jewish. Nevertheless, because 
they rejected all the books of the Bible other than the Torah, as well 
as the authority of the Oral Law, they were viewed as sinful Jews 
who could not be trusted completely. Other tanna‘im label them 
lion converts, in reference to the fact that they converted only 
due to their fear of the lions that attacked them, which rendered 
their conversion somewhat questionable (see 11 Kings, chapter 
17). Yet others consider their behavior so deviant that they were 
no better than gentiles. The early commentaries debate which 
approach is accepted by the mishna cited here. On the one hand, 
this mishna permits the purchase of wine from Samaritans, which 
suggests that they are not considered gentiles, as wine of gentiles 
is classified as wine poured as a libation to idolatry and may not 
be drunk. On the other hand, the mishna rules that terumot and 
tithes must be separated from their wine. See Tosafot for several 
ways to reconcile this apparent contradiction. 
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ten log that I will later separate shall be the first tithe;" and another 
tenth from the rest, which equals nine log of the remaining ninety, 
shall be second tithe. And he redeems the second tithe with money 
that he will later take to Jerusalem, and he may then immediately 
drink" the wine. After Shabbat, when he removes portions from the 
mixture and places them in vessels, they are retroactively designated 


as terumot and tithes.® This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Ten shall be the first tithe - pwr Wyn mwy: Tosafot note 
that the calculation is inaccurate, as after separating the teruma 
gedola there are no longer one hundred /og in the wineskin 
but ninety-eight. Therefore, one need separate only nine and 
eight-tenths of a log. Nevertheless, the Gemara does not specify 
the precise amount, as the idea is clear enough. Furthermore, 
perhaps he uses slightly small measurements, which balances 


NOTES 


vn Ti) Sonn: The meaning of the term meiheil here is the 
subject of much debate. According to Rashi, he redeems the 
second tithe of the wine with money has at home. Others claim 
it means: He begins, i.e., he may start drinking right away without 
waiting (Rambam; Rabbeinu Tam; Meiiri). Rav Hai Gaon reads 
the word as mohel, which means he is permitted to dilute the 
wine in water and drink it, in accordance with the halakha that 


out the difference (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


And he redeems [meiheil] and he may immediately drink — 
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diluted wine is considered part of a meal and may therefore not 
be served before terumot and tithes have been separated (see 
Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon prohibit this prac- 
tice. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that there is no retroactive 
clarification. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: From where do you reach this 
conclusion? Perhaps it is different there, as the reason is taught: 
The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: Do you not concede that the jug 
might split open" before he removes the portions of terumot and 
tithes from the mixture, causing all the wine to spill out? And he will 
then be found drinking untithed wine retroactively. Therefore, he 
cannot rely on separation that has not yet occurred. And he said to 
them: Although there will be a problem ifit splits open, there is no 
cause to be concerned for this contingency in advance. Since this 
reasoning is based on the possibility that the jug might break, there 
is no proof from here that Rabbi Yehuda rejects the principle of retro- 
active clarification. 


Rather, the proof that Rabbi Yehuda does not accept the principle of 
retroactive clarification is from a baraita the Sage Ayo taught. As Ayo 
taught that Rabbi Yehuda says: A person cannot stipulate condi- 
tions about two matters at once, e. g., one cannot establish a joining 
of Shabbat boundaries [eiruv] in each of two different directions on 
Friday afternoon while making the following stipulation: If tomorrow, 
on Shabbat, two Sages arrive from two different directions, I will 
decide then which of the two lecturers I prefer to hear at that point 
in time, which will determine which eiruv is in effect.” 


BACKGROUND 
Terumot and tithes - niwyai ninn: Terumot and tithes 
are separated in the following manner. For example, if one 
has one hundred units of food or beverage, he first re- 
moves the teruma gedola, which is given to the priests. The 
average amount of this gift is one-fiftieth of the produce, 
which in this example is two units. Next, the first tithe is 
removed and given to a Levite. This gift is ten percent of 
the remaining produce, or slightly less than ten units in this 
case. In most years, another tenth is taken from the rest as 
second tithe, which is taken to Jerusalem and consumed 
there. Here the second tithe amounts to slightly more than 
nine units. In years three and six of the Sabbatical cycle, 
this tithe is given to the poor instead. 
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Tithes that would be removed from one hundred pieces of fruit 


NOTES 

The jug might split open — “i37 ypa Kaw: According 
to this interpretation, the dispute does not concern the 
issue of retroactive designation at all. Instead, the tanna‘im 
disagree as to whether one is permitted to place oneself in 
a situation of doubt when a biblical prohibition is involved. 
The Rabbis are concerned about potential complications, 
whereas Rabbi Meir does not worry about problematic 
eventualities (see Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 

Stipulations of eiruvin — parvya xan: An individual who 
heard that a scholar will visit a nearby place on Shabbat but 
does not know which side of the town will be his destina- 
tion may establish two eiruvin conditionally, one on either 
side. Retroactive clarification is applicable in this situation, 
which means that he may claim that the side on which 
the scholar arrives is that of the effective eiruv (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 413). 
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NOTES 


An eiruv to the east and to the west — nwa? avy 
swab: Citing verses in support of their ruling, the 
Sages decreed that it is prohibited to walk more 
than two thousand cubits beyond the city limits on 
Shabbat. Nevertheless, in certain situations one is 
permitted to establish what the Sages termed a join- 
ing of Shabbat boundaries [eiruv]: Before Shabbat, 
he individual places food for a meal at a location 
distant from his home, but still within the Shabbat 
imits, and declares that this location will be his new 
residence for the day. This allows him to travel two 
housand cubits from the place of the eiruv. This 
institution is universally accepted, but the Sages de- 
bate the circumstances in which a conditional eiruv 
may be employed. The Gemara presents one such 
situation, in which a Sage might visit a neighboring 
own. The question arises with regard to the validity 
of the eiruv of an individual who wishes to travel to 
hear him speak. 


A certain person descended before Rava - 1717 
ATT AP MMI: This anecdote shows that as early 
as the amoraic period, the order of the Yom Kippur 
Temple service was recited during the prayers of that 
day. It is unlikely that these early prayers included 
a fixed formulation of the service, and to this day 
different poetic presentations of the High Priest's 
service are included in Festival prayer books. Poets 
such as Yosei ben Yosei composed alphabetical de- 
scriptions of the service, which tend to vary from 
one another in certain details, including differences 
in halakha. 
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Rather, he may say that if the Sage comes to the east, his eiruv is to 
the east, and if the Sage comes to the west, his eiruv is to the west." 
However, he may not say that if one Sage comes from here, and 
another Sage comes from there, he will go wherever he wishes, in 
either direction. 


And we discussed this passage in the Gemara and asked: What is 
different about a case in which one stipulated that if Sages came from 
here and from there that he may go to whichever side he chooses, 
such that his eiruv is not effective? Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda main- 
tains that there is no retroactive clarification, i.e., this person cannot 
claim after the fact that the place where he walked is designated as the 
place that he initially intended for his eiruv. 


However, according to this principle, when an individual establishes 
an eiruv to the east and to the west for the anticipated arrival of a 
single Sage, one should also invoke the principle that there is no 
retroactive clarification. Why does Rabbi Yehuda agree that if one 
anticipates the arrival of a single Sage and stipulates that ifhe comes 
to the east his eiruv will be to the east, the eiruv is valid? 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: This is not a true case of retroactive clari- 
fication, as the Sage had already come by twilight, but the one who 
established the eiruv did not yet know at which side of the town the 
Sage had arrived. Therefore, at the time the eiruv establishes his Shab- 
bat residence, it is clear which eiruv he wants, although he himself will 
become aware of that only later. In this case, Rabbi Yehuda agrees that 
the eiruv is valid, but he nonetheless maintains in general that there 
is no retroactive clarification. This accounts for Rabbi Yehuda’s opin- 
ion that there was no container for nests of obligatory sin-offerings 
and burnt-offerings, as he maintains that there is no solution for the 
possible mixture of the different coins. 


The Gemara asks: And now that we have said and proven that ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda there is no retroactive clarification, nev- 
ertheless he is of the opinion that one may rely on writing, as proven 
from the halakha of the collection horns. If so, on Yom Kippur as 
well, let us place two pedestals and write on them which one is for 
the blood of the bull and which is for the blood of the goat. 


The Gemara answers: The reason they did not place two pedestals 
with writing on them is due to the High Priest’s weakness. Since he 
is fasting during the entire day’s service, the writing will not be on 
his mind; he will pay no attention to it and might become confused. 
As, if you do not say so, that there is concern for the High Priest's 
weakness, even without writing he should also not err, as this bowl 
in which he collects the bull’s blood is relatively large and this one 
for the goat’s blood is small. 


And if you say that he does not collect all the bull’s blood but only 
some of it, so that the bowls are of equal size, didn’t Rav Yehuda say: 
One who slaughters the bull must receive all of the blood of the 
bull, as it is stated: “And all the blood of the bull he shall pour out 
on the base of the altar” (Leviticus 4:7). 


And if you say that perhaps some of the bull’s blood might spill, 
yielding equal amounts of blood, there should still be no mistake, as 

this blood, that of the goat, is white and bright compared to the blood 

of the bull, and this blood of the bull is red and darker than the 

other. Rather, the reason must be that due to the High Priest’s weak- 
ness, these differences will not be on his mind. Here, too, the writing 
will not help, as due to the High Priest’s weakness the inscriptions 

will not be on his mind. 


§ The Gemara relates: A certain person descended to lead the prayer 
service on Yom Kippur before Rava‘ on Yom Kippur. He included 
the order of the High Priest's Yom Kippur service in his prayer, and 
he recited: The High Priest then emerged from the Holy of Holies 
and placed the bowl on the second golden pedestal in the Sanctu- 
ary; he took the blood of the bull from the pedestal and placed the 
blood of the goat in its place. 
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Rava said to him: This is problematic, as one statement is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, and the other one is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. According to the Rabbis, each of these 
bowls sat on its own pedestal in the Sanctuary, whereas Rabbi Yehuda 
maintains that the High Priest must first lift up the container with the 
blood of the bull and then put down that of the goat. Rather, you should 
recite the entire order of the service entirely in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis: He placed the blood of the goat on its desig- 
nated pedestal and took the blood of the bull" from the second stand. 


§ The mishna taught: And the High Priest sprinkled from the blood of 
the bull on the curtain opposite the Ark from outside the Holy of 
Holies. The Sages taught: “And he shall make atonement for the sacred 
place because of the impurities of the children of Israel, and because of 
their transgressions, even all their sins; and so shall he do for the Tent 
of Meeting that dwells with them in the midst of their impurity” (Le- 
viticus 16:16). What is the meaning when the verse states this? Just as 
he sprinkles in the innermost sanctum, the Holy of Holies, so he 
sprinkles in the Sanctuary, the Tent of Meeting, toward the curtain. 


Furthermore: Just as in the innermost sanctum he sprinkles once up- 
ward and seven times downward from the blood of the bull, so he 
sprinkles in the Sanctuary. And just as in the innermost sanctum he 
sprinkles once upward and seven times downward from the blood of 
the goat, so he sprinkles in the Sanctuary." The last part of the verse: 
“That dwells with them in the midst of their impurity,” teaches that 
even when the Jewish people are impure, the Divine Presence is with 
them. 


With regard to this verse, the Gemara relates: A certain Sadducee said 
to Rabbi Hanina: 


Now you are certainly impure," as it is written about the Jewish people: 

“Her impurity was in her skirts” (Lamentations 1:9), and the Divine 
Presence does not dwell upon the Jews when they are impure. Rabbi 
Hanina said to him: Come and see what is written about the Jewish 
people: “That dwells with them in the midst of their impurity” 
(Leviticus 16:16). This indicates that even when they are impure, the 
Divine Presence dwells among them. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to the aforementioned halakha. 
It was stated above that the comparison to the goat teaches that the High 
Priest sprinkles the bull’s blood once upward; and the seven downward 
sprinklings of the goat’s blood are derived from the rite of the blood of 
the bull. Subsequently, the order of sprinkling toward the curtain in the 
Sanctuary is again derived by means of a similar comparison. The Ge- 
mara asks: And does a matter derived by juxtaposition, i.e., a halakha 
not written explicitly in the Torah but learned by means of a comparison, 
again teach by juxtaposition? There is a general principle that a halakha 
derived by juxtaposition with regard to offerings cannot subsequently 
teach another halakha by juxtaposition." 


The Gemara answers that the first juxtaposition was not a proper infer- 
ence by verbal analogy, as this halakha that the High Priest must sprinkle 
once upward and seven times downward is derived both from that 
juxtaposition and something else as well. Since the basic requirement 
that he must sprinkle upward and downward for the bull and the goat 
is stated explicitly in both cases, and the comparison was necessary 
only to teach the precise number of sprinklings, this inference is not 
considered a juxtaposition to the extent that one cannot derive further 
comparisons from it. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


He placed the blood of the goat and took the 
blood of the bull - 193 04 pn VOW DT Ma: 
When the High Priest switches the bowl of the bull's 
blood with the one containing the blood of the 
goat and vice versa, he first places the bowl in his 
hand on the pedestal and then picks up the other 
bowl (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 4:2). 


The presentations of blood in the Sanctuary — 
bona nian: The High Priest sprinkles the blood 
toward the curtain in the same manner he sprinkles 
it in the Holy of Holies: One sprinkling upward and 
seven sprinklings downward for both the blood of 
the bull and that of the goat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:5). 


NOTES 
Now you are certainly impure - PAY a KAT 
pax: The Sadducee was referring to the period after 
the destruction of the Temple. His proof is from the 
verse: “Her impurity was in her skirts” (Lamentations 
1:9), which alludes to the end of the Temple, i.e., in 
these final days (Rabbeinu Elyakim). 


A derivation from what has already been derived 
in the halakhot of offerings - wpa sain a): 

With regard to all issues related to Torah law, when 
a halakha has been derived by means one of the 
exegetical principles, the resulting idea is treated 
as though it were written explicitly in the text. That 
halakha can subsequently serve as a source for 
other derivations. However, in the case of sacri- 
ficial matters, it is stated in tractate Zevahim that 
halakhot that have been derived by an exegetical 
principle cannot themselves serve as the source 
for other halakhot. Instead, each halakha requires 
a separate derivation. This principle is apparently 
based on the fact that the halakhot of offerings 
are not governed by logic but are divine decrees, 
and therefore there is a limit to the extent to which 

one can derive novel halakhot that are not stated 

explicitly in the text. The Gemara in Zevahim does 
concede that certain exegetical principles do yield 

conclusions from which one may derive new 
halakhot. The Sages debate which of the principles 
operate in this manner. 
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NOTES 
Is derived all at once — 1233 Kart NINA: Rabbeinu 
Hananel explains that since the verse explicitly compares 
the rite outside the curtain to the rite inside, it is appro- 
priate to transfer all details of the inside performance 
to the outside sprinkling, irrespective of their manner 
of derivation. 


| saw the curtain — Pg IN: Some commentaries ask 
why the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
is not considered an absolute proof, as the other Sages 
would certainly not question the veracity of his testi- 
mony. One suggestion is that they considered his report 
insufficient proof because the High Priest might have 
inadvertently sprinkled blood directly on the curtain 
(Ritva). 


That they were performed not in their order — ay 
pa Kow: There is a difference between the manner in 
which the blood is sprinkled on Yom Kippur and the rite 
of the blood of the goats for a sin of idolatry. When the 
High Priest sprinkles the blood on Yom Kippur he stands 
close to the curtain. By contrast, the blood of the goats 
for a sin of idolatry is sprinkled toward the curtain from 
behind the golden incense altar, at a distance of more 
than twenty cubits. This is why the Yom Kippur sprinkling 
could be performed in an orderly pattern, but that of the 
goats for a sin of idolatry could not (Me'iri). 
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The Gemara continues to question this explanation: It works out well 
according to the one who said that a juxtaposition that is also inferred 
from something else is not considered a juxtaposition in this regard; 
but according to the one who says that this too is called a juxtaposi- 
tion, what can be said? 


The Gemara answers: It is the locations that are derived from one 
another. The halakha of the blood of the bull was not derived from that 
of the goat, nor the halakha of sprinkling the bull’s blood outside the 
curtain from that of sprinkling the bull’s blood inside. Instead, the first 
comparison equates the sprinkling of the bull’s blood and the goat’s 
blood, while the second comparison equates the locations, i.e., he 
sprinkles outside the curtain in the same manner that he sprinkles in- 
side. Consequently, the two juxtapositions are not connected to each 
other, which means that there is no problem of a halakha derived by 
juxtaposition itself teaching by juxtaposition. 


If you wish, say instead a different resolution: The sprinkling outside 

is derived from the sprinkling inside all at once," i.e., the juxtaposition 
includes not only the blood of the bull and the goat, but also the man- 
ners of sprinkling the blood inside and outside. There are not two 

comparisons here, one derived from the other, but a single, complex 
juxtaposition. 


§ A Sage taught: When the High Priest sprinkles the blood, he does 
not actually sprinkle on the curtain but opposite the curtain. Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei,” said: I saw the curtain" in Rome. After a 
miracle was performed on his behalf and he healed the daughter of the 
Roman emperor, Rabbi Elazar was permitted to view the ruler’s trea- 
sures and take whatever he wanted. He saw the Temple vessels that the 
Romans captured, including the curtain. Rabbi Elazar continued: And 
on the curtain were several drops of blood from the bull and the goat 
of Yom Kippur. This shows that the blood was actually sprinkled on 
the curtain. 


The Gemara questions this conclusion: But how can Rabbi Elazar be 

sure that these drops of blood were from the bull and goat of Yom Kip- 
pur? Perhaps they were from the bull for an unwitting communal sin 

or the goats for a sin of idolatry, both of whose blood is also sprinkled 

on the curtain. 


The Gemara explains that he saw that these sprinklings of blood were 
performed in their order, one drop after another, a sequence that is 
followed only in the Yom Kippur service. And we also learned in a 
mishna about a case like this with regard to the bull for an unwitting 
communal sin: When he sprinkles, the blood would not touch the 
curtain, but if it did touch, it touched, and this did not invalidate the 
service. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, said: I saw the curtain in Rome, 
and there were several drops of blood on it from the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin and the goats for a sin of idolatry. The Ge- 
mara asks: But how could he identify the source of the blood; perhaps 
they were from the bull and goat of Yom Kippur? The Gemara an- 
swers: He saw that they were performed not in their order" and in- 
ferred that they must be sprinklings from communal sin-offerings, 
which are not presented in a sequence. 


Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Yosei — > 312 awh ya: Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Yosei, was a member of the tannaitic generation that 
preceded the final editing of the Mishna. He was the son of the 
tanna Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta and was apparently considered 
the greatest scholar of his father's five sons. Together with Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yohai, he once traveled to Rome to try to obtain the 


PERSONALITIES 


annulment of a decree against the Jews. Due to a miracle, they 
were able to save the life of the emperor's daughter. As a sign 
of gratitude, they were allowed to view the leader's treasures. 
Naturally, Rabbi Elazar was most interested in the Temple artifacts, 
and he was later able to report details of some of them, e.g., the 
curtain and the frontplate, to the other Sages. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


KI WX Ta DT Dawn) 
ND b nbiyy, moh: yaw) Tyr nnx 
yeh 


gaa Oks T BT HER TN 
Sen ee DWI PNVD 
DRP KT AUTAT KAVON MON 
TAT TTEN RPR webT TD? 
Dt abs wpa nx 332 TY TN 

YPI OT TD Tp NAST 


TWA nny pote mAT I TY NYY 
NNN DiN wim a7 10w me yawn 
vee ov mond yaw Toh 


ninaa oats ont b awn 
KIT map X33 1732p NNN 
ows 33 DW} ma yaw min: sinh 
av) oyn ADX pia) Nim yyw 

VYY 


pxway nee NINDI WKI A ON 
yer nen I KD xm poe an 
Inox minm yer aby apn 

mnb ON abun 


The Gemara asks a question: What should the High Priest do ifthe 
blood of the bull became mixed with the blood of the goat" before 
he finished all the sprinklings? Rava said: He should present from 
the mixture once upward and seven times downward, and that 


counts toward both this one and that one, as he has sprinkled from 
both of them. 


They said this answer before Rabbi Yirmeya in Eretz Yisrael, 
whereupon he said: Foolish Babylonians!" Because they live in 
a dark, low land, they speak darkened halakhot, devoid of logic. 
If this solution is followed, when the High Priest sprinkles the 
mixture of bull and goat blood, he thereby presents the upward 
sprinklings of the goat before he sprinkles the downward presen- 
tations of the bull; and the Torah said: “And when he has finished 
atoning” for the sacred place” (Leviticus 16:20), which teaches: 
He finishes the blood of the bull by sprinkling upward and down- 
ward, and only afterward he finishes the blood of the goat. 


Rather, Rabbi Yirmeya said that the High Priest proceeds as fol- 
lows: He presents once upward and seven times downward for 
the purpose of sprinkling the blood of the bull," as the blood of 
the bull is in this mixture. And he again presents once upward 
and seven times downward for the purpose of sprinkling the 
blood of the goat. Although the blood is mixed together and by 
sprinkling for the purpose of the bull’s blood he also sprinkles some 
of the goat's blood, since he has only the bull’s blood in mind it is 
as though he did not sprinkle the blood of the goat at all. 


The Gemara asks another question: What should the High Priest 
do if the blood of the bull became mixed with the blood of the 
goat during the final presentations that he performs in the Sanc- 
tuary? Rav Pappa, who was sitting before Rava, thought" to say: 
He presents seven times downward for the purpose of the bull 
and for the purpose of the goat, and he again presents once 
upward for the purpose of the goat. 


Rava said to him: Until now they called us Babylonians merely 
foolish, and now they will call us the foolish of the foolish, as they 
will say that we teach them and yet they do not learn. In response 
to your statement one could simply repeat Rabbi Yirmeya’s previ- 
ous argument: But he presents downward sprinklings for the goat 
before the upward sprinklings for the goat, and the Torah said: 
Present upward and then downward. 


HALAKHA 


The blood of the bull became mixed with the blood of the 
goat - O12 OT b 1am): If the blood of the bull became 
mixed with that of the goat before the High Priest finished the 
sprinklings, he sprinkles upward once and downward seven times 
for the purpose of the bull. He then sprinkles upward once and 
downward seven times for the purpose of the goat. If the blood 


Foolish Babylonians — “wav haa: Some Sages in Eretz Yis- 
rael adopted an attitude of scorn toward the scholarship of their 
Babylonian counterparts. They generally felt that the community 
in Eretz Yisrael possessed the authoritative tradition, while the 
Babylonian Jews’ lack of expertise in halakha meant that their 
ideas were often unfounded. The Rambam writes in a responsum 
that this was true only in a specific period when governmental 
decrees in Babylonia prevented proper learning, leading to a cor- 
ruption of the tradition. Later generations of Babylonians, however, 
are credited with a higher level of scholarship than those of Eretz 
Yisrael (Ritva). 


And when he has finished atoning - 15373 mbar: Some com- 
mentaries omit this citation, as they maintain that the principal 
argument is derived from the term “statute” (Leviticus 16:34), which 


NOTES 


became mixed during the last sprinkling, he sprinkles downward 
once for the purpose of the bull, and subsequently sprinkles up- 
ward once and downward seven times for the purpose of the 
goat. The halakha is accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yirmeya 
(see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:10). 


is written in connection with the sprinkling. This word teaches that 
the order of sprinkling may not be changed (Josafot Yeshanim). 


He presents...for the purpose of the bull - 157 ov... mid: Al- 
though the goat's blood is mixed with that of the bull, as he does 
not intend to sprinkle the blood of the goat it is considered like 
water, which does not invalidate the bull's blood (Tosefot Rid). 


Rav Pappa...thought - x33 31339: Some commentaries suggest 
that Rav Pappa had not heard Rabbi Yirmeya’s criticism (Ritva). 
Others suggest that he had indeed heard of Rabbi Yirmeya’s re- 
sponse, but he nevertheless thought that since in this case the 
two acts of sprinkling are performed with the same blood, he is 
not considered to have sprinkled the later blood in his first act of 
sprinkling (Siah Yitzhak). 
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Perek V 
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NOTES 


The cups became mixed - nipia b imata] 
nipiaa: If, as the Gemara earlier noted, the blood 
of a bull and that of a goat look different, how 
could they be confused with each other? Some 
commentaries suggest that an elderly High Priest 
might not be able to discern such a subtle differ- 
ence between shades of blood (Me’iri). Others 
claim that the weakness of the High Priest from 
fasting might lead to confusion with regard to 
matters of this kind (Bah). 


Rejected — n: The concept of rejection is rel- 
evant to various mitzvot. It refers to an item not 
currently fit for the use of a mitzva due to a blem- 
ish or some other factor. In most circumstances, 
the object in question was originally fit but was 
subsequently altered in some way. Certain au- 
thorities maintain that the rejection of an item 
changes its status inherently, so that even if the 
cause for the rejection is later removed, the item 
remains rejected. 


HALAKHA 


The cups became mixed - nipia b imata] 
nipiaa: If the cups became mixed to the point 
that the High Priest does not know which of them 
contains blood from the bull and which from the 
goat, he sprinkles blood from one of them up- 
ward once and downward seven times. He then 
does the same from the other cup, before repeat- 
ing the rite again with the first container, so that 
he performs it a total of three times (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:11). 


Part of the blood became mixed - 021 nyp 
11497): If some of the blood became mixed, and it 
is unknown which is the bull’s blood and which is 
the goat's, the High Priest sprinkles from the cups 
that were not mixed while he pours the rest into 
the drain canal, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom Hakippurim 5:12). 
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Rather, Rava said: He presents downward seven times for the 
purpose of the bull, and he again presents upward once and 
downward seven times for the purpose of the goat. 


The Gemara asks another question: What if the cups became 
mixed," i.e., if the bowl containing the blood of the bull was 
confused with that of the blood of the goat? The Gemara explains: 
He presents blood from one cup by sprinkling upward once and 
downward seven times, and he again presents a second set of 
sprinklings from the second cup. 


And he again presents another set of sprinklings, again from the 
first cup, which amounts to a total of three times. In this manner, 
he fulfills the obligation no matter which cup was which. If the first 
cup was that of the bull’s blood and the second was that of the goat, 
he fulfilled his obligation with the first and second sprinklings. If 
the first cup contained the blood of the goat, he performed the 
sprinkling of the goat’s blood before that of the bull, which means 
his first set of sprinklings are discounted. Consequently, when he 
sprinkled from the second cup, which contains the bull’s blood, 
and a third time from the cup of the goat’s blood, he fulfilled his 
obligation with the second and third sets of sprinklings. 


The Gemara asks yet another question: If only part of the blood 

became mixed" together and part of the blood did not become 

mixed, e.g., if some of the blood spilled and became mixed in a 

third vessel, the solution is obvious: When he presents, he pres- 
ents from the blood of certain identity. 


However, one could still ask a question with regard to this case: 
What is the status of the mixed blood in the other vessel or vessels? 
Are they considered the remainder of the blood, and the remain- 
der of the blood goes to the base of the altar like the remainder of 
all blood of sin-offerings? Or perhaps this mixture of blood is 
rejected," as the blood from this vessel was not used for the first 
sprinklings, and therefore the two types of blood are spilled and 
go to the canal beneath the altar, which rinses all the dirt from the 
courtyard into the Kidron River. 


Rav Pappa said: Even according to the one who says that one 
cup renders its counterpart a remainder, i.e., if a one collected 
blood in two cups, the blood in the second cup is considered the 
remainder of the first cup, this applies only in a case where he 
could present blood from the second cup if he wanted to, i.e., if 
both cups were filled with blood from the offering. However, in 
this case, as the blood in this vessel could not be presented even 
ifhe wanted to, it does not become a remainder, and it is therefore 
certainly rejected. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rav Pappa: On the 

contrary, even according to the one who says that when blood 

is collected in two cups one cup renders the blood of its counter- 
part rejected, that applies only when he rejects the second cup 

with his own hands, i.e., by means of a direct act. However, in a 

case where he does not reject it with his own hands, as no act of 
rejection was performed but rather the blood became a remainder 
by itself, the blood is not rejected. 


As it was taught in a baraita: In the verse above, it says: “And the 

priest shall take of the blood of the sin-offering with his finger, and 

put it upon the corners of the altar of the burnt-offering, and he 

shall pour its blood out at the base of the altar of burnt-offering” 
(Leviticus 4:25). And in the verse below it says: “And the priest 

shall take of its blood with his finger, and put it upon the corners 

of the altar of burnt-offering, and he shall pour all its blood out 

at the base of the altar” (Leviticus 4:30). The second verse adds 

the word “all” 
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The baraita explains: From where is it derived with regard to a sin- 
offering that if one collected its blood in four cups and presented 

blood from each of them by sprinkling once from this cup and once 

from that cup until he has sprinkled four times, once from each cup, 
that the leftover blood in all the cups is poured out as remainders 

on the base of the altar? The verse states: “And he shall pour all 

its blood?” 


One might have thought that even if he presented four presenta- 
tions from one of them, all the rest should be spilled on the base 
of the altar as remainder; therefore, the verse states: “And he shall 
pour its blood.” This indicates that not all the blood, but only that 
blood in the bowl from which blood was sprinkled on the altar, is 
poured on the base as a remainder, and the rest of the cups of blood 
are poured into the canal. Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
says: From where is it derived with regard to a sin-offering that if 
one collected its blood in four cups" and presented four presen- 
tations from one of them, that they are all poured at the base of 
the altar? The verse states: “And he shall pour all its blood.” 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, isn’t it also written: “And he shall pour its 
blood”? How does he explain this difference between the verses? 
Rav Ashi said: When the Torah states “its blood,’ it comes to ex- 
clude the remainders that are in the throat of the animal. If more 
blood comes out of the throat after the collection of the blood, that 
blood is certainly not poured on the base of the altar but is swept 
into the canal of the Temple. 


§ The mishna states that after the High Priest sprinkled the blood 
toward the curtain he poured the blood of the bull into the blood 
of the goat." The Gemara comments: We learned this mishna in 
accordance with the opinion of the one who said that the High 
Priest mixes the two types of blood before placing them on the 
corners" of the inner altar, and he does not present each one sepa- 
rately. As it was stated: The later tanna’im, Rabbi Yoshiya" and 
Rabbi Yonatan,” debated this issue. One of them said: The High 
Priest mixes the blood for the purpose of placing the blood on the 
altar’s corners, and one of them said: He does not mix the blood." 


The Gemara comments: Conclude that Rabbi Yoshiya was the 
tanna who said that the High Priest mixes the blood. In general, he 
maintains that whenever a verse mentions two matters, although 
the term: Together, is not written explicitly, it is considered as 
though the term: Together, is indeed written. In other words, two 
items that appear in the same verse are treated as combined unless 
expressly stated otherwise. By contrast, Rabbi Yonatan maintains 
that even if two matters are mentioned together they are treated 
separately unless the verse uses the term: Together. In this case, the 
verse states: “And he shall take of the blood of the bull and of the 
blood of the goat” (Leviticus 16:18). Therefore, Rabbi Yoshiya rules 
that the High Priest must place the two sets of blood together. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Yonatan. These appear mostly in the Mekhilta, which is 


Rabbi Yoshiya — mox? 127; Rabbi Yoshiya, who is also called 
Rabbi Yoshiya Rabba, the Great, lived during the last genera- 
ion of the tanna‘im. According to tradition, he emigrated from 
he city of Hotzal in Babylonia to learn Torah in Eretz Yisrael, 
mainly from Rabbi Yishmael, until he developed into one o 
he outstanding personalities of his teacher's academy. At some 
point, possibly after the death of Rabbi Yishmael, he returned 
o Babylonia where he was appointed head of the Sages o 
Hotzal. He was succeeded by his son, Rabbi Ahi. Rabbi Yoshiya 
is attributed with numerous halakhic and aggadic statements, 
with many presented in the form of debates with his colleague 


from the school of Rabbi Yishmael. 


Rabbi Yonatan — jnai +37: A native of Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Yo- 
natan was a member of the last generation of tanna’im. His 
full name was Rabbi Natan, or Yonatan, ben Yosef. He studied 
under Rabbi Yishmael and was responsible for spreading his 
teacher's methods of study. Nevertheless, he apparently also 
learned in Rabbi Akiva’s school. Most of his recorded state- 
ments are found in the Talmud and the Mekhilta of the school 
of Rabbi Yishmael, and they are presented as disputes with his 
colleague Rabbi Yoshiya. 


HALAKHA 


Asin-offering whose blood was collected in several cups — 
nidia 7234 mT bopy NRUN: If the blood of a sin-offering 
was collected in four cups anda priest sprinkled blood from 
each cup, the remainder of the blood in the four cups is 
spilled on the base of the altar. However, if he sprinkled 
blood from one cup alone, the remainder of that cup is 
spilled on the base while that of the other cups is poured 
into the drain canal. This halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:21). 


He mixes before placing on the corners — mp pawn: 
The blood of the bull and the goat are sprinkled on the 
corners of the altar after they have been mixed together 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 


NOTES 


He poured the blood of the bull into the blood of the 
goat - YYW oT sind 397 DT My: Since there is more 
blood from a bull than from a goat, and the blood of a bull 
is heavier, the two mix better when the bull's blood is poured 
into the that of the goat (Josafot Yeshanim). 


As it was stated, Rabbi Yoshiya, etc. — MWN 127 VANT 
"131: The early commentaries debate the appropriateness of 
the phrase: It was stated, in this context, as this expression 
is generally used to introduce a debate between amora'‘im, 
whereas Rabbi Yoshiya and Rabbi Yonatan are in fact 
tanna’im. Various answers have been offered to this problem. 
According to Tosafot Yeshanim, since these two Sages lived 
at the end of the tannaitic period, just before the start of the 
amoraic period, the Gemara did not insist on employing the 
term: It was taught in a baraita (see also Mikhtav LeHizkiyahu). 
Another suggestion is that this debate was not recorded in 
any baraita but was transmitted orally until it was written 
down by the amora’im (Ritva). A third perspective is that the 
phenomenon of a debate being introduced without a clear 
attribution for each of the opinions, i.e, when the Gemara 
simply states: One said...and one said, which is the case 
here, is a feature of amoraic, not tannatic, texts (Yad Malakhi). 


The dispute between Rabbi Yoshiya and Rabbi Yonatan - 
IAN HN D7 npma: This dispute concerns the correct 
interpretation of verses that mention two items. Does the 
Torah mean that the pair of items should always feature 
as one, unless it explicitly separates them; or are the two 
matters separate, barring an expression that unites them? 
This distinction makes little difference with regard to practi- 
cal halakha, but several textual analyses are dependent on 
this question. 
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NOTES 
Once a year - mwa nny: Since Rabbi Yoshiya main- 
tains that the blood of the two animals is sprinkled 
together, what does he learn from the word “once”? His 
answer is that other halakhot are derived from this term, 
as explained in tractate Shevuot (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Placed one bowl inside a second bowl - pwa maq 
pwa Jina: Some commentaries add that the High 
Priest must nullify the outer vessel in favor of the inner 
one, as the Gemara’s comment that one cannot nul- 
lify another person’s foot indicates that nullification is 
required (Me‘iri). Tosafot note that there is another issue 
involved here, namely the question of whether or not 
this is an appropriate manner of collecting blood. This 
question is also discussed in relation to a different issue 
in tractate Sukka, although it is possible that there is a 
difference between the halakhot of offerings and other 
mitzvot in this regard. 


HALAKHA 
Placed one bowl inside a second bowl — pita maq 
pa gina: If a priest put one bowl inside another bowl 
and collected the blood that way, it is valid, as one type 
of an object does not interpose for another object of 
the same type (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:21). 
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The Gemara rejects this contention. Even if you say that the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan, it remains possible 
to explain its ruling, since it is different here, as it is written “once? 
(Exodus 30:10), which indicates that there must be one act of sprinkling 
and not two. Consequently, the High Priest must mix the blood to en- 
sure that there is only one presentation. 


J 


The Gemara comments: It was taught in a baraita contrary to our re- 
sponse, but in accordance with the initial assumption: “And he shall go 

out to the altar that is before the Lord, and make atonement for it; and 

he shall take of the blood of the bull and of the blood of the goat, and 

put it on the corners of the altar round about” (Leviticus 16:18). This 

verse teaches that the blood of the bull and the goat should be mixed. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. 


Rabbi Yonatan says: He presents from this one, the bull’s blood, by 
itself, and he presents from that one, the goat’s blood, by itself and 
does not mix them. Rabbi Yoshiya said to him: But wasn’t it already 
stated: “And Aaron shall make atonement upon its corners once a year; 
with the blood of the sin-offering of atonement” (Exodus 30:10), which 
indicates that the High Priest does not present twice? 


Rabbi Yonatan said to him: But wasn’t it already stated: “Of the 
blood of the bull and of the blood of the goat” (Leviticus 16:18), which 
teaches that each set of sprinklings must be performed by itself? If so, 
why is “once” stated? This verse comes to tell you that he must perform 
the rite once and not perform two sets of sprinklings from the blood 
of the bull; and likewise he must perform the rite once and not perform 
two sets of sprinklings from the blood of the goat. From the blood of 
each of the animals, the High Priest presents only one set of sprinklings. 
This shows that Rabbi Yoshiya and Rabbi Yonatan indeed disagree with 
regard to this issue. 


It was taught in another baraita: “And he shall take of the blood of 
the bull and of the blood of the goat” (Leviticus 16:18). This verse 
teaches that the blood of the bull and the goat should be mixed to- 
gether. Do you say that they should be mixed together, or perhaps 
that is not the case; rather, he presents from this blood by itself and 
from that by itself? Therefore, the verse states: “Once.” The Gemara 
comments: And this unattributed baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya, who said the two sets of blood are mixed, as 
stated in the mishna. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that after the High Priest poured the bull’s 
blood into the goat’s blood, he placed the blood from the full bowl into 
the empty bowl, to mix the blood well. Rami bar Hama raised a di- 
lemma before Rav Hisda: What is the halakha if he placed one bowl 
inside a second bowl™ and collected the blood in the inner bowl? 
Does one type of object mingled with another of its own type inter- 
pose, which would mean that the priest has not collected the blood 
himself, as the outer bowl interposed between him and the vessel? Or 
perhaps an object of one type does not interpose for another object of 
the same type, and therefore the two bowls are considered one object. 


Rav Hisda said to him: We have already learned the answer to this 
question in the mishna: He placed the blood from the full bowl into 
the empty bowl. What, is it not correct to infer from this statement that 
he inserted the full bowl into the empty bowl? 
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Rami bar Hama responded: No, it means that he poured the full 
bowl into an empty bowl. Rav Hisda said to him: But this statement 
is unnecessary, as the tanna of the mishna already taught the require- 
ment to pour from one vessel into another in the first clause: He 
poured the blood of the bull into the blood of the goat. The sub- 
sequent phrase: He placed the full into the empty, must therefore 
refer to the placement of one vessel inside another. Rami bar Hama 
responded: No, it means that he pours the blood from the full bowl 
into the empty bowl a second time in order to mix them very well. 
To this end, he pours from one vessel into the other before again 
pouring the mixture back into the first vessel, thereby mixing them 
thoroughly. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a solution to this question: If 
a priest performed the Temple service while he was standing on top 
of a vessel," or on the foot of another priest, his service is dis- 
qualified, as the priest must stand directly on the floor of the Temple. 
The fact that the foot of another person is considered an interposition 
proves that one type serves as an interposition with regard to an- 
other object of the same type. The Gemara rejects this contention: 
A foot is different, as he cannot nullify it. The foot of another 
person cannot be considered nullified with respect to the priest’s 
foot, but in the case of a vessel it is possible to say that one vessel is 
nullified in favor of another vessel. 


Some say that Rami bar Hama did not refer to the issue of interposi- 
tion at all. Rather, this is the dilemma he raised before Rav Hisda: 

Is placing one vessel inside another vessel a proper manner of ser- 
vice; or is this not a proper manner of service, and if one does so 

his service is disqualified? The Gemara answers: Come and hear that 

which the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: “And they shall take 

all the service vessels, with which they serve in the Sanctuary” 
(Numbers 4:12). This verse is referring to two vessels and one 

service, which indicates that this is a proper manner of service. 


§ Rami bar Hama raised another dilemma before Rav Hisda along 
the same lines: What is the halakha if he placed bast,’ the material 
that grows around palm trees, inside the bowl," and collected the 
blood in the bowl through the bast, such that the blood seeps 
through into the bowl? Does one type of object mixed with another 
not of its own type interpose; or perhaps it does not interpose? 
Could one say that since the blood seeps through, it therefore does 
not interpose? Or perhaps this case is no different, and as there is 
a foreign object in the vessel it is considered an interposition even if 
the blood seeps through. 


Rav Hisda said to him in response: We already learned this matter 
with regard to sanctifying the purification waters, i.e., the water 
mixed with ashes of the red heifer. If a sponge was placed inside the 
container of water, the water in the sponge is disqualified and the 
priest may not sprinkle with it. How should he proceed? He sprin- 
kles from the water and continues until he reaches the sponge. This 
shows that the presence of the sponge in the water container is not 
considered an interposition for the water in the container, despite 
the fact that it itself is unfit for the service. Rami bar Hama replied: 
This is no proof. Water is different, as it is thin and therefore it 
certainly seeps through the sponge and reaches the bowl; whereas 
the thicker blood will perhaps not seep into the fiber. 


Some say that this is how Rav Hisda resolved the problem of plac- 
ing the bast in the bowl for Rami bar Hama: In the case of the blood 

it is valid, as blood passes through, and the bast does not obstruct it. 
However, in the case of the handful of a meal-offering, which must 

be sanctified in a vessel immediately after the handful is taken, ifhe 

put bast in a vessel and placed the handful on top of it, it is 

disqualified." The reason is that the handful of a meal-offering con- 
sists of dough, which does not pass through the bast, and it is there- 
fore considered a proper interposition. 


TT NOTES — 
Standing on top of a vessel — 13 ti by miy: Just as the 
Temple vessels are sanctified, so too, the floor of the court- 
yard is sanctified. Just as there must be no barrier between 
he priest and the vessel, so too, there must not be a barrier 
between him and the floor. 


In the case of the handful it is disqualified - bios ynipa: 
t is apparently obvious that the meal-offering is invalid in 

his case. One explanation is that since the flour of the meal- 
offering is very fine, one might have thought that perhaps it 
00 will seep through the bast. The Gemara therefore points 

out that solid matter is not considered to seep through bast 
Tosafot Yeshanim). 


————————__ HALAKHA 
Standing on top of a vessel — bp r] by may: A priest 
performing the Temple service must stand on the floor. If 
something interposes between him and the ground, e.g., 
if he stands on top of a vessel, an animal, or another's foot, 
the service is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:17). 


He placed bast inside the bowl - pyan Jina 2p man: If 
the priest placed bast or any other absorbent fiber into the 
bowl and collected the blood in this manner, the service 
is valid, as fiber is hollow, and the blood will enter into the 
bowl without any interposition. However, if he did so for the 
handful of the meal-offering and took the handful from on 
top of the bast, the service is disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:21). 


BACKGROUND 
Bast — 3p: Bast is a soft, woody fiber obtained from stems 
of certain plants and used for textiles and ropes. These fibers, 
usually characterized by fineness and flexibility, are also 
known as soft fibers, distinguishing them from the coarser, 
less flexible fibers of the leaf. Bast from palm trees has been 
used since antiquity. 


Bast of a palm tree 
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He stood in one place and sprinkled — xena niy my iaipaa: 


High Priest sprinkling the blood on the altar 


Kidron River — i771? ma: On this map, the area of the Temple 
Mount is the large structure on the left-hand side. The Kidron River, 
which passes next to the wall of the Temple Mount, is the source 
of the Pool of Siloam. The sketch clearly shows that the wall of the 
Temple Mount stands above the slope of the river, and therefore 
the natural place for removing the spillage from the Temple was 
via the Kidron River. 


Section of Kidron River 
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MI S H N Itis stated: “And he shall go out to the altar 

that is before the Lord, and make atone- 
ment for it; and he shall take of the blood of the bull, and of the 
blood of the goat, and place it upon the corners of the altar round 
about” (Leviticus 16:18). This altar is the golden altar, since the 
outer altar is not before the Lord in the Sanctuary. He began to 
cleanse the altar, sprinkling the blood downward." From where 
does he begin? He begins from the northeast corner, and pro- 
ceeds to the northwest corner, and then to the southwest corner, 
and finally to the southeast corner. A way to remember this is: At 
the place where he begins sprinkling the blood for a sin-offering" 
sacrificed on the outer altar, the southeast corner, there he 
finishes sprinkling the blood on the inner altar. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The priest would not circle the altar; rather, he 
stood in one place and sprinkled’ the blood from there. Since the 
altar was only one square cubit, he could sprinkle the blood on all 
four corners without moving. 


And on all the corners he would present the blood from below 
upward, except for that corner that was directly before him," on 
which he would present the blood from above downward. He 
sprinkled blood on the pure gold of the altar" seven times after 
clearing away the ashes. And he would pour the remainder of the 
blood on the western base of the outer altar. On a related topic, 
the mishna teaches that he would pour the remaining blood of an 
offering, after it was sprinkled, on the outer altar, on its southern 
base." These remainders of blood from the outer altar and those 
remainders of blood from the inner altar are mixed in the canal 
beneath the altar and flow out with the water used to rinse the 
area to the Kidron River." This water was sold to gardeners for 
use as fertilizer. The gardeners paid for this water and thereby 
redeemed it from its sanctity. Failure to do so would render them 
guilty of misuse of consecrated property. 


He began to cleanse [mehateh] downward - xoma Onna 
TW: According to Rashi, mehateh means descent, ie. he 
sprinkles downward. However, most other commentaries 
maintain that mehateh is simply a term for sprinkling, as 
stated explicitly in the Torah (see Leviticus 16:18), without any 
indication of the direction (see Ritva). 


Sprinkling on the golden altar - ama napa by TN: The 
High Priest stands on the inner side of the golden altar, be- 
tween the altar and the candelabrum, to the south of the 
altar. He circles the altar and sprinkles the corners begin- 
ning with the northeast corner, followed by the northwest, 
southwest, and southeast. On all the corners he presents 
the blood from the bottom to the top, except for the last 
sprinkling, which is on the corner closest to him. He performs 
this sprinkling from the top downward to avoid sullying his 
garments. The Rambam rules here in accordance with the 
unattributed opinion in the mishna, which he maintains 
is the majority opinion (see Kesef Mishne as cited in the re- 
sponsa of the Rashba, and Tosafot Yeshanim; Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 


The place where he begins for a sin-offering - x17 Dipa 
nyna Sonn: The blood of a sin-offering is sprinkled on 
the altar as follows: The priest ascends the ramp and turns 
to his right. He first places blood on the southeast corner, 
then on the northeast one, continuing until he ends at the 
southwest corner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 5:10). 


He sprinkled blood on the pure gold of the altar - m7 


Except for that corner that was directly before him - yin 
ma mW ia: He cannot sprinkle from below upward lest 
the blood enter the sleeve of his tunic, as stained priestly 
garments are unfit for the Temple service. 


nan bw Hap by: The High Priest raked the ashes and coals 
aside until he exposed the gold of the altar. He sprinkled the 
mixed blood on the top of the altar on its south side and 
then poured the remainder of the blood on the west base 
of the outer altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 4:2). 


The remainder of the blood from a sin-offering on the 
outer altar — mi¥n nxyn OF pw: The blood that remained 
from a sin- offering sacrificed. on the outer altar was poured 
on its southern base (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 5:10). 


Those are mixed in the canal and flow out to the Kidron 
River — pip Smad Pe] maxa powy: The blood that 
was spilled on the base of the altar flowed from there into 
the Temple's drainpipes, where it was washed out with the 
cleansing water to the Kidron River. This blood-water mixture 
was sold to gardeners as fertilizer, and the money of the 
proceeds was consecrated. Any unlawful use of the blood 
constituted misuse of consecrated property. The Ra’avad 
maintains that this prohibition applies by rabbinic law 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:11). 
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G E M A RA The Sages taught: “And he shall go out 

to the altar” (Leviticus 16:18). What is 
the meaning when the verse states this? Upon his exit, after 
sprinkling toward the curtain, the High Priest must necessarily 
reach the golden altar. Rabbi Nehemya said: It is because we 
find with regard to the bull brought for a violation of all the 
mitzvot, i.e., the bull that must be brought in the event that the 
community errs with regard to any of the mitzvot, which is called 
the bull for an unwitting communal sin, that when the priest 
sprinkles toward the curtain he stands past the altar and sprin- 
kles back toward the curtain; therefore, one might have thought 
that here, too, the rite should be performed in the same manner. 


» 


Therefore, the verse states: “And he shall go out to the altar. 
Where was he before? He was on the inner side of the altar, i.e., 
the western side, close to the curtain, when he sprinkled, not on 
the outer side of the altar. 


It was taught in another baraita: With regard to the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin the verse states: “And he shall sprinkle 
seven times before the Lord in front of the curtain” (Leviticus 
4:17). What is the meaning when the verse states: Before the 
Lord? Rabbi Nehemya said: It is because we find with regard 
to the bull and the goat of Yom Kippur that when he sprinkles 
the High Priest stands on the inner side of the altar, close to 
the curtain, and sprinkles toward the curtain; therefore, one 
might have thought that here, too, in the case of the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin, it should be the same rite. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And the priest shall put the blood 
upon the corners of the altar of sweet incense before the Lord, 
which is in the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7). This verse 
teaches that the altar is before the Lord, but the priest is not 
before the Lord. How so? The priest stands on the outer side 
of the altar and sprinkles. 


§ The mishna taught: He began to cleanse the altar, sprinkling 
the blood downward. The Sages taught in a baraita: He began 
to cleanse downward. From where would he begin? He would 
begin from the southeast corner of the altar, and from there he 
would turn to the southwest corner, onward to the northwest 
corner, and finally to the northeast corner. This is the statement 
of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: He began from the 
northeast" corner, from which he turned to the northwest cor- 
ner, then to the southwest corner, and finished at the southeast 
corner. 


The Gemara notes: The place where the High Priest begins ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, i.e., the north- 
east corner, there is where Rabbi Akiva says he ends; and the 
place where the High Priest begins according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, the southeast corner, there is where Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili says he ends. 


The Gemara asks: Everyone agrees, in any case, that he does not 
perform the service at the corner that he encounters first. Since 
the High Priest approaches the altar from the west side, the first 
corner he encounters is located on the west side. What is the 
reason for this? Shmuel said: The reason is that the verse states: 

“And he shall go out to the altar,’ which indicates that he does 
not begin until he goes out from the sacred area beyond the 
entire area of the altar. At this stage, he is no longer on the 
western side of the altar but on its eastern side. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
let him go around via the right. Since the High Priest is standing 
at the eastern side of the altar facing the west, the corner on his 
right is the northeast one. Let us say that they disagree with 
regard to the opinion of Rami bar Yehezkel. 


NOTES 
Northeast — maiay mena: The commentaries note 
that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s opinion is in accordance with 
Rabbi Yosei’s claim that the entrance of the curtain is in 
the north. As the High Priest emerges from that side, he 
begins to sprinkle there. However, other commentaries 
maintain that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili disagrees with Rabbi 
Yosei (see Tosafot Yeshanim and the commentaries on 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 
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NOTES 


By right [midina] — x»: Some commentaries read this 
as modina, meaning: | concur in this regard (Rabbeinu 
Elyakim). The term midina can also been interpreted as: 
With this | agree. 
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As Rami bar Yehezkel said: A verse describes the sea, the basin that 

Solomon built, in the following terms: “It stood upon twelve oxen, 
three looking toward the north, and three looking toward the west, 
and three looking toward the south, and three looking toward the 

east; and the sea was set upon them above, and all their hinder 

parts were inward” (11 Chronicles 4:4). From the direction in which 

the text lists the groups of oxen under the basin, you learn that all 

turns that you turn should be only to the right and to the east side. 
Let us say that this Sage, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, is of the opinion that 
the ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rami bar Yehezkel, 
and this Sage, Rabbi Akiva, is of the opinion that the ruling is not in 

accordance with the opinion of Rami bar Yehezkel. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, everyone is of the opinion 
that the ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rami bar Yehezkel, 
but here they disagree with regard to this matter: One Sage, Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili, holds: We derive the order of the rite inside the 
Sanctuary from the manner of the sprinkling on the outside: Just as 
the priest sprinkles on the corners of the outer altar in that order, he 
sprinkles similarly on the inner altar. And one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, 
holds: We do not derive the order of the rite inside of the Sanctuary 
from the rite performed outside. 


§ The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
although he does not derive the inside from the outside, neverthe- 
less if the High Priest wants, let him perform the rite in this manner, 
and if he wants, let him perform the rite in that manner. Why must 
he begin specifically at the southeast corner? The Gemara answers: 
Rabbi Akiva could have said to you: Indeed, by right" he should 
begin sprinkling by that corner of the altar that he reaches first, as 
Reish Lakish said: One does not pass on an opportunity to perform 
mitzvot. If one has the chance to perform a mitzva, he should not put 
it off for later but should do it immediately. 


And why does he not do so; why does the High Priest not begin the 
sprinkling on one of the western corners? This is due to that which 
is written: “He shall go out to the altar,’ meaning that he does not 
begin until he goes out from the area of the entire altar. And since 
he presents the blood at that corner on the outside of the altar, he 
then comes to that corner on the west side where he should have 
presented the blood first. 


And if you wish, say instead: If we hold that the encircling is per- 
formed by foot, i.e., the priest walks around the inner altar, everyone 
agrees that we learn the method of sprinkling inside from the sprin- 
kling outside. And here they disagree about this matter: One Sage, 
Rabbi Akiva, holds that the priest stands in his place and sprinkles on 
all the corners from there, which means his encircling is performed 
by hand; and one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that the encircling is done 
by foot. 


And if you wish, say instead: Everyone agrees that the encircling was 
performed by hand, and here they disagree about this matter: One 
Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that we derive the halakhot of an encircling 
performed by hand from those of an encircling by foot, and therefore 
the ritual of the inner altar is the same as that of the outer altar. And 
one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that we do not derive the encircling 
performed by hand from the encircling done by foot. 
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§ The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yosei HaGelili hold that the 
encircling is performed by hand? But from the fact that it is taught 
in the latter clause of the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: He stood 
in one place and sprinkled the blood from there, it can be learned 
by inference that the first tanna, whom the Gemara identified as 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, does not maintain that the rite is performed 
in this manner. Rather, it is clear as we originally answered, that 
one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that the encircling is performed 
by hand; and one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that the encircling is 
performed by foot. 


And if you wish, say instead that they disagree about this matter: 
One Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that the perimeter of the inner altar 
is like the perimeter of the outer altar, and one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, 
holds that the entire inner altar stands in place of one corner of 
the outer altar. Since the entire inner altar is only one cubit by one 
cubit, like a single corner of the outer altar, the halakhot of the 
outer altar are not relevant to the inner altar. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael said: Two High 
Priests remained from the days of the First Temple." This one 
says: I encircled by hand and sprinkled, and I did not encircle the 
perimeter of the inner altar by foot. And that one says: I encircled 
by foot. This one gave a reason for his statement, and that one 
gave a reason for his statement. 


The one who said that he encircled by foot gave the following rea- 
son for his statement: The perimeter of the inner altar is like the 
perimeter of the outer altar, which is encircled by foot for sprin- 
kling. And the one who said that he encircled by hand gave the 
following reason for his statement: The entire inner altar stands 
in place of one corner of the outer altar. Just as for one corner of 
the outer altar, the priest sprinkles the blood by hand, the same 
applies to the entire inner altar." 


§ It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: He stood in 
one place and sprinkled the blood from there. The Gemara asks: 
In accordance with whose opinion is the mishna? The Gemara 
answers: The mishna is taught in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who explained Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling in the follow- 
ing manner. As it was taught in a baraita, later tanna’im disagreed 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Meir says that 
Rabbi Eliezer says as follows: He stood in one place and sprinkled, 
and on all of the corners he presented the blood from above down- 
ward, so as not to drip blood down the sleeve of his garment, except 
for that corner on the diagonal [alakhson]' across from him. Since 
it was difficult for him to sprinkle on that corner from top to bottom, 
he sprinkled from below upward. 


Conversely, Rabbi Yehuda says that Rabbi Eliezer says: He stood 
in one place and sprinkled, and on all of the corners he sprinkled 
from below upward, as it is more convenient to sprinkle in that 
manner, except for that one which was directly before him, on 
which he would present from above downward. The reason is so 
as not to dirty his garments with blood. If he sprinkled on the 
corner next to him from below upward, the blood might fall on his 
clothes, and he would have to change garments, as dirty priestly 
garments may not be worn for the Temple service. 


§ The mishna taught: He sprinkled blood on the pure gold [to- 
horo] of the altar." The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the 
term tohoro? Rabba bar Rav Sheila said: It means half of the altar, 
as people commonly say: Tehar tihara, the light of noon shines and 
it is the middle of the day. Here, too, tohoro of the altar means half 
the altar, i.e., he sprinkled on the midpoint of the altar wall. 


NOTES 

Remained from the First Temple - ;iwx) wApaa maw: 
Some versions of the Gemara omit the word: First, and like- 
wise in the Jerusalem Talmud this statement is associated 
with the Second Temple. Tosafot Yeshanim note that accord- 
ing to the current version of the text, the meaning of the 
Gemara is unclear, as differences of opinion only arose later, 
during the Second Temple period. One explanation is that 
although disputes that arose during the First Temple period 
were invariably resolved by the court, this issue was never 
openly discussed at the time, and therefore two High Priests 
could remember acting in different ways. 


HALAKHA =—W¥——___—_-- 
Encircling by hand and by foot -bym “va nap: The Ram- 
bam rules that the encircling was performed by foot, in ac- 
cordance with the unattributed opinion in the mishna. Other 
authorities maintain that the halakha is in accordance with 
Rabbi Akiva that the encircling is performed by hand (Rosh; 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 


Sprinkling on the pure gold of the altar - ip by met 
nav bw: After the High Priest removed the coals and ashes 
rom the top of the inner altar, exposing its gold surface, he 
sprinkled the mixed blood of the bull and the goat on the 
op of the altar. This was performed on the side where he fin- 
ished sprinkling on the corners, its southern side (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 


LANGUAGE 


Diagonal [alakhson] - jioa: From the Greek Xok6y, loxon, 
meaning crooked, diagonal, oblique. The equivalent Aramaic 
word is apparently karnzol. 
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NOTES §=—WH\-W———_——__- 
He sprinkles neither on top of the ash - vaaby x TYY 
sprit: This point is derived in the Jerusalem Talmud from 
the phrase“and sprinkle upon it” (Leviticus 16:19), meaning 
upon it and not upon its ash. 


The north or the south side — miin niay 1¥3: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that this dispute is based 
on the disagreement between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis 
as to whether the High Priest sprinkles from one position or 


encircles the altar by foot. According to this interpretation, 


he sprinkles on the altar’s top from the same side where 
he stood to sprinkle on the corners. 


284. 
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The Gemara raises an objection: When he sprinkles on the inner 
altar, he sprinkles neither on top of the ash" nor on top of the coals; 
rather, he rakes and removes the coals to both sides and sprinkles. 
This indicates that this sprinkling was performed on top of the altar, 
not on its side. Rather, Rabba bar Rav Sheila retracted his previous 
interpretation and said: On tohoro of the altar means on the exposed 
area of the altar, as it is written: “And the like of the very heaven for 
clearness [letohar]” (Exodus 24:10), which shows that tohar is an 
expression of clarity. 


§ It was taught in a baraita that Hananya says: The priest presents 
seven sprinklings on the north side of the altar, and Rabbi Yosei says: 
He presents them on the south side. The Gemara asks: With regard 
to what principle do they disagree? The Gemara explains: One Sage, 
Hananya, holds that the entrance was positioned in the south, and 
therefore the High Priest begins the sprinklings from that side. And 
one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that the entrance was positioned in 
the north," and he therefore begins to sprinkle on the altar from the 
north side. 


The Gemara comments: Everyone agrees in any case that in the place 
where he finishes the presentations of the corners, that is where he 
places the blood on the altar’s top. They disagree only about the loca- 
tion of the final presentation, whether it is on the south or the north 
side. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this agreement? The 
Gemara answers that the verse states: “And he shall sprinkle of the 
blood upon it with his finger seven times, and cleanse it and sanctify 
it” (Leviticus 16:19), which indicates that the place he sanctified by 
sprinkling blood, the corner of the altar where he sprinkled last, there 
he shall also begin to cleanse and sprinkle on top. 


§ The mishna taught: And he would pour the remainder of the 
blood on the western base of the outer altar. The Gemara explains: 
The reason is that the verse states with regard to the sin-offering bull 
of the High Priest during the rest of the year: “And he shall pour out 
all the blood of the bull at the base of the altar of burnt-offering, 
which is at the door of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7), and when 
he goes out from the Sanctuary to pour the remainder of the blood, 
he first reaches that western side of the base of the altar. 


§ The mishna further taught: And he would pour the remaining 
blood after the blood of an offering was sprinkled on the outer altar, 
on its southern base. The Sages taught in a baraita: “The base of the 
altar” (Leviticus 4:30), which is mentioned with regard to pouring 
the remainder of the blood of an individual offering, is the southern 
base. Do you say it is the southern base? Or perhaps that is not the 
case, but rather it is the western base? 


You said: Let his descent from the ramp of the outer altar after 
sprinkling blood from the sin-offerings be derived from his exit from 
the Sanctuary with the remaining blood in his hand: Just as upon his 
exit from the Sanctuary he pours the remainder of the blood on the 
side closest to him, and which is that, it is the western base; so too, 
upon his descent from the ramp of the outer altar after sprinkling 
blood from a sin-offering, he pours the blood on the side closest to 
him, and which is that? It is the southern base, as when he descends 
from the ramp he turns to the right, i.e., the east, which means the 
southern base is the one closest to him. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael says: Both this and 

that, the blood of an inner sin-offering and that of an outer sin- 
offering, were spilled at the western base of the altar. Rabbi Shimon 

ben Yohai says: Both this and that blood were spilled at the southern 

base. The Gemara asks: Granted, Rabbi Yishmael maintains that the 

halakha of outer sin-offerings, which is not clarified in the Torah, is 

derived from the inner sin-offerings, whose halakha is explicit: Just 
as the remains of the inner sprinklings are poured at the western base, 
so too, the remains of the outer sprinklings are poured at the western 

base. 
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However, with regard to Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, what is the reason 
that he holds that both sets of remainders of blood are spilled at the 
southern base? Rav Ashi said: Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai maintains that 
the entrance of the Sanctuary is positioned at the south side of the altar, 
i.e., the altar is not located in the middle of the courtyard but to the north. 
Consequently, the southern base of the altar is closest to the High Priest’s 
exit from the Sanctuary. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught a different version of his opinion, 
which they learned in the school of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: Both this 

and that, the blood of an inner sin-offering and that of an outer sin- 
offering, were presented at the southern base. According to this version, 
Rabbi Yishmael changed his opinion and agreed with Rabbi Shimon. The 

Gemara comments: And your mnemonic to remember the shift in opin- 
ion is: The men pulled the man," i.e., the majority overruled the indi- 
vidual. In this case, the numerous students of Rabbi Shimon convinced 

the individual Sage, Rabbi Yishmael, to accept their ruling. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: These remainders of blood from the outer 
altar and those remainders of blood from the inner altar are mixed in the 
canal beneath the altar and flow out with the water used to rinse the area 
to the Kidron River, where they are sold to gardeners. Any blood that was 
not redeemed was subject to the prohibition against misuse of conse- 
crated property. The Sages taught: One who takes these remainders 
without redeeming them misuses property consecrated in the Temple 
by unlawfully using blood," which is consecrated and is Temple prop- 
erty. It is prohibited to use consecrated objects for mundane purposes, 
and one who does so is committing the sin of misusing consecrated 
property. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon. And 
the Rabbis say: One does not misuse consecrated property by benefiting 
from these remainders of the blood of offerings. 


The Gemara comments: The Rabbis disagree only with regard to misuse 
of consecrated property" that applies by rabbinic law," as it was the Sages 
who prohibited the use of blood; however, everyone agrees that by Torah 
law one does not misuse consecrated property by benefiting from these 
remainders of blood." Clearly, the Temple treasurers would not have sold 
it to gardeners ab initio had the Torah prohibited the use of this blood 
(Tosafot). 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, that there is no misuse 
for blood, derived? Ulla said that the verse states: “For the life of the 
flesh is in the blood, and I have given it to you upon the altar to make 
atonement for your souls” (Leviticus 17:11). “To you” indicates that it 
shall be yours. It is not the property of the Temple; rather, it belongs to 
all of the Jewish people. The school of Rabbi Shimon likewise taught 
that the phrase “to make atonement” teaches that God says: I gave it for 
atonement and not for the prohibition against misuse of consecrated 
objects. 


NOTES 


NOTES 

The men pulled the man - xa 9933 mwn: Tosafot 
cite a version of the mnemonic that reads: The man 
pulled the men. According to this version, the state- 
ment of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai was reversed. The 
reference to men alludes to the fact that the names 
of two men are included in Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai's 
name, whereas Rabbi Yishmael contains just the one 
name. 


HALAKHA 

Misuses by unlawfully using blood - 0213 povin: 
The blood that flows out with the water from the 
Temple and that is sold to gardeners is subject to the 
prohibition of misuse of consecrated property if used 
unlawfully. According to the Ra'avad, this prohibition 
is by rabbinic law (Ra'avad). The Rambam, who rules 
that the prohibition applies by Torah law, apparently 
interprets the dispute in the baraita as referring to 
the blood before it is presented on the altar, but not 
to the blood sold to gardeners (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 2:11). 


Misuse of consecrated property — myyn: The halakha of mis- 
use of consecrated objects is mentioned briefly in the Torah 
(see Leviticus 5:14—16), while the many details of its halakhot 
are discussed extensively in tractate Me‘ila. Misuse [meiila] is 
any unlawful benefit derived from consecrated objects, as one 
may not use something that has been consecrated to God for 
personal gain. The prohibition of misuse is severe in that even 
someone who acts unwittingly or by unavoidable accident is 
guilty of misuse and liable to bring an offering. Furthermore, 
although in most situations one is not held accountable for 


the actions of his agent, this principle does not apply to cases 
of misuse. Tractate Me’ila details those instances when different 
types of offerings and other sacred items are subject to misuse 
and when this prohibition does not apply. 


Misuse of consecrated objects by rabbinic law - moyn 
pama: Rashi distinguishes between misuse prohibited by To- 
rah law, which entails the payment of an additional fifth of the 
misused amount, and misuse by rabbinic law, in which case 
only the original amount must be repaid. There is a further 
distinction between the two levels of misuse: An individual 


who violates Torah Law brings the guilt-offering for misuse 
of consecrated articles. This is not the case for misuse that is 
prohibited by rabbinic law. 


Misuse of consecrated objects with regard to blood - mown 
Dita: Some commentaries claim that misuse of consecrated 
objects in the case of blood is possible only when the blood has 
left the Temple area, but not while it is still in the Temple (Josafot 
Yeshanim). In general, rabbinic decrees, e.g., those meant to 
enhance the character of Shabbat as a day of rest [shevut], were 
not enforced in the Temple. 
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NOTES 


There is nothing whose mitzva has been performed — px 
imya mvyaw 737 $: The early commentaries inquire into 
the source for this halakha that an object whose mitzva has 
been performed loses its sanctity and is no longer subject 
to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated objects. Indeed, 
according to Tosafot Yeshanim, it is in fact possible to claim 
the opposite, i.e., that an object that has been used for a 
mitzva is of greater sanctity. The source of the halakha is 
apparently the fact that sin-offerings that must be left to die, 
and will therefore not be used for a mitzva, are not subject 
to misuse of consecrated objects. This indicates that once 
an object is no longer involved in a mitzva, it is not subject 
to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated objects (Tosafot 
Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 


Perek V 
Daf6o Amuda 


HALAKHA 


The removal of the ashes — jwin mana: Some of the ashes 
removed from the altar are deposited outside the city, and it 
is prohibited to derive benefit from them. The Ra’avad main- 
tains that this prohibition applies only to the ashes used in 
the mitzva of the removal of the ashes, not the ashes taken 
outside the Temple (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:15). 


Priestly vestments require interment - payy 7373 33 
maa: The worn-out garments of the High Priest, and likewise 
the white garments in which he serves on Yom Kippur, must 
be buried. It is prohibited to derive any benefit from them, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:5). 
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And Rabbi Yohanan said that this halakha is derived from a differ- 
ent phrase. The verse states: “For it is the blood that makes atone- 
ment by reason of the life” (Leviticus 17:11), which indicates that it 
retains the same status before atonement as after atonement: Just 
as after atonement it is not subject to the prohibition against 
misuse of consecrated objects, as the mitzva has been performed, 
so too, before atonement it is not subject to misuse of conse- 
crated objects. As the Gemara states below, there is a general prin- 
ciple that once the mitzva involving a certain object has been per- 
formed, the object is no longer subject to misuse of consecrated 
objects. 


The Gemara asks: But if the status of blood before atonement is 
compared to its status after atonement, one can say the opposite: 
Just as before atonement it is subject to misuse of consecrated 
objects, so too, after atonement it is subject to misuse of conse- 
crated objects. The Gemara rejects this contention: This cannot be 
the case, as there is a general principle: There is nothing whose 
mitzva has been performed" that is still subject to misuse of 
consecrated property. The Gemara asks: And is there no such case? 
But there is the instance of the removal of the ashes of offerings 
burned on the altar. These ashes require burial, and yet any benefit 
derived from them is misuse of consecrated property, despite the 
fact that their mitzva has already been performed. 


The Gemara answers: This is because the mitzva of the removal of 
the ashes" and the priestly vestments, the four white garments 
worn by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, are both subject to the 
special halakha that misuse of consecrated objects applies to them 
even after their mitzva has been performed. Consequently, they are 
two verses that come as one," i.e., they share a unique halakha not 
found elsewhere. And there is a principle: Any two verses that 
come as one do not teach, i.e., an analogy may not be derived from 
these two similar cases. Instead, they are considered exceptional 
instances that cannot serve as models for other cases. 


Q The Gemara raises a further difficulty: This works out well ac- 
cording to the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that the verse: “And 
he shall take off the linen garments, which he wore when he went 
into the sacred place, and shall leave them there” (Leviticus 16:23), 
teaches that the four white garments worn by the High Priest on 
Yom Kippur are not fit for further use, and they require interment." 


However, according to the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, who said that 
these priestly vestments are fit for a common priest and do not 
require interment, one does not misuse consecrated property by 
using them, and therefore what is there to say? In his opinion, the 
halakha of misuse of consecrated objects after the performance of 
a mitzva applies only to the removal of ashes from the altar, not to 
the priestly vestments, which means it is stated in only a single case. 
Why, then, does this case not serve as a model for other instances 
in the Torah? 


NOTES 


Two verses that come as one — %3 x3 pains g: A 
halakha written in one case may serve as a general model for 
many other instances, in the absence of a restriction limiting 
the halakha to that context. This is the hermeneutical technique 
called an analogy [binyan av]. However, if the same halakha ap- 
pears in two different contexts, the assumption is that the Torah 
did not intend the second case to be derived from the first, and 
therefore it is clearly not a general halakha but one that applies 
only in particular circumstances. If it is possible to prove that 


the two cases could not be inferred from one another, either 
because they are too dissimilar or for some other such reason, 
the halakha in question can serve as a model for other situa- 
tions. Some tanna‘im maintain that even two verses that come 
as one can teach with regard to other cases, as the repetition 
merely serves to emphasize the general halakha. However, 
even these tanna’im agree that three verses that come as one 
cannot teach the halakha with regard to other situations (see 
Yad Malakhi). 
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The Gemara responds: It is because the cases of the removal of the 
ashes and the heifer whose neck is broken" are two verses that 
come as one, as it is prohibited to derive benefit from either of 
them even after their mitzva is completed, and any two verses that 
come as one do not teach their common feature to other cases. 
The heifer whose neck is broken is a ritual performed when a mur- 
der victim’s body is found outside a town, and it is not known who 
caused his death. 


The Gemara challenges this reply from a different angle: It works 
out well according to the one who said that two verses that come 
as one do not teach their common feature to other cases, but ac- 
cording to the one who says that two verses that come as one do 
teach with regard to other cases, what is there to say? The Ge- 
mara answers: Two exclusions are written in these two cases, 
which indicate that this halakha applies to them alone. With respect 
to the removal of ashes, it states: “And he shall put it” (Leviticus 
6:3), implying “it” and nothing else. With regard to the heifer whose 
neck is broken, it is written: “Whose neck was broken” (Deuter- 
onomy 21:6), which teaches that this halakha applies solely to this 
case. 


The Gemara asks: And if this halakha is derived from those two 
cases, why do I need these three verses stated with regard to 
blood, from which it is derived that the prohibition against misuse 
of consecrated objects does not apply to the remainder of blood 
that flows to the Kidron River? The reference is to the three phras- 
es singled out above from the verse: “I have given it to you upon 
the altar to make atonement for your souls, for it is the blood that 
makes atonement by reason of the life” (Leviticus 17:11). 


The Gemara answers: One of those phrases comes to exclude the 
blood from the prohibition of notar, offerings that remain after the 
time when they may be eaten has expired. If one ate leftover blood, 
he is not punished with karet, as generally incurred by one who 
consumes notar. Rather, he is liable only for violating the prohibi- 
tion against eating blood. And one phrase comes to exclude it 
from the prohibition against misuse of consecrated objects, and 
one other phrase comes to exclude it from ritual impurity." If 
one ate this blood in a state of ritual impurity, he is liable only for 
the transgression of eating blood, but not on account of eating 
consecrated food while ritually impure. 


However, no verse is required to exclude this blood from the 
halakha of piggul, an offering disqualified by improper intention, 
because this is already derived from another source, as we learned 
in a mishna: With regard to any offering that has another rite that 
permits it,"" e.g., an offering that is permitted by the sprinkling of 
blood or by means of a second offering, one is liable to receive 
karet if he eats it after it is rendered piggul. This is the case wheth- 
er the other rite permits it for human consumption or whether it 
enables the offering to be sacrificed on the altar. However, the 
permitting factor itself is not subject to piggul. Consequently, piggul 
does not apply to blood itself, as it renders the offering permitted 
for human consumption or for the altar. 


MI SHNA Each action performed in the context of 


the service of Yom Kippur stated in the 

mishna, as in the Torah, is listed in order." If the High Priest per- 
formed one of the actions before another, he has done nothing. 
Ifhe performed the sprinkling of the blood of the goat before the 

sprinkling of the blood of the bull," he must repeat the action and 

sprinkle the blood of the goat after sprinkling the blood of the 

bull, so that the actions are performed in the proper order. And if 
the blood spills before he completed the presentations that were 

sprinkled inside" the Holy of Holies, he must slaughter another 
bull or goat, and bring other blood, and then repeat all the services 

from the beginning inside the Holy of Holies. 


HALAKHA =—W¥—¥——_—_— 
The heifer whose neck is broken - nany may: It is prohib- 
ited to derive benefit from the heifer whose neck is broken. 
This prohibition begins from the point when the animal is led 
into the valley, and it continues to apply whether its neck is 
indeed broken or whether it dies or is slaughtered before its 
neck is broken. The carcass of the animal is buried (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah 10:6). 


Blood with regard to notar and ritual impurity - 1123 07 
mawy: The halakha of notar does not apply to the blood 
of offerings, nor is one liable for eating this blood in a state 
of impurity (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 8:17). 


Any offering that has another rite that permits it — webs 
pyr +: Oneis punished with karet for rendering an offering 
piggul only in the case of offerings that have been rendered 
permitted either for human consumption or for burning 
on the altar. If one ate the permitting factor itself, he is not 
liable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:7). 


He performed the sprinkling of the blood of the goat 
before the sprinkling of the blood of the bull - Dp 
397 ot) yw DT: If the High Priest sprinkled the goat's 
blood before that of the bull, he should sprinkle the bull’s 
blood properly, slaughter a second goat, and then sprinkle 
its blood as well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:4). 


Before he completed the presentations that were inside — 
DDAY NAVI Ms Was xy ‘ty: If the blood spilled before he 

finished the sprinklings, the High Priest brings other blood 

and repeats the rite from the beginning (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:5). 


NOTES 


Any offering that has another rite that permits it — ww bs 
prn #5: The halakha of piggul is stated in the Torah in con- 
nection with peace-offerings. Certain actions render parts 
of peace-offerings fit to be eaten, while other actions allow 
other parts of the offering to be burned on the altar. The case 
of peace-offerings teaches a general halakha that piggul 
applies neither to the permitting factor itself nor to an offer- 
ing that has no permitting factors, e.g., inner sin-offerings, 
whose entire flesh is burned. Consequently, although eating 
blood constitutes a prohibition in its own right, one who 
does so is not liable for violating the prohibitions of piggul 
or notar as well. 


Each action of Yom Kippur stated is listed in order - bs 
vI by WAX DNT Di’ Twy: According to most com- 
mentaries, this mishna can be understood in accordance 
with the opinions of both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya, 
cited in the continuation of the discussion. Other authorities, 
however, suggest that the mishna is in accordance with a 
third opinion that all procedures are indispensable on Yom 
Kippur, whether they are performed in the golden garments 
or the white garments (Meri; Siah Yitzhak; Gevurat Ari). 
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NOTES 

When — »n2x: It is a general principle in the Talmud that 
wherever Rabbi Yehuda says: When, he is not disagree- 
ing with the first tanna’s statement but interpreting it. 
Some commentaries say that this principle also applies 
to the phrase: In what case is this statement said. It is pos- 
sible that this principle refers only to the Mishna, not to a 
baraita (Yad Malakhi). 


HALAKHA 


The actions of Yom Kippur whose order is indispens- 
able — 3391 Tow wya OW wy: All the actions that 
the High Priest performs in white garments within the 

Sanctuary on Yom Kippur must be performed in the prop- 
er order. If he performs a later action first, he has achieved 

nothing. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, either because he was greater than Rabbi 

Nehemya or because he is interpreting the statement of 
the first tanna (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:1). According to some versions 

of the text of the Rambam, he disagrees with Rashi, who 

maintains that this halakha applies only to those services 

performed in the Holy of Holies. 


Perek V 
Daf6o Amud b 


NOTES 


The place where atonement is achieved - Dipa 
ja pwaMaw: Rabbi Yehuda bases his opinion on the pre- 
vious verse: “And he shall make atonement for the most 
sacred place, and he shall make atonement for the Tent of 
Meeting and for the altar. ..And this shall be an everlast- 
ing statute to you...” (Leviticus 16:33-34). This indicates 
that the phrase “everlasting statute” is referring to these 
places (Siah Yitzhak). 
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And similarly, if the blood spills before he finishes the presentations 

in the Sanctuary, he must begin the service in the Sanctuary from 

the beginning, and likewise with regard to the sprinkling of blood 

on the golden altar. Since they are each acts of atonement in and 

of themselves, there is no need to repeat the service of the entire 

day from the beginning. Rather, he need only repeat the specific 

element that he failed to complete. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shi- 
mon say: From the place that he interrupted that particular ser- 
vice, when the blood spilled, there he resumes performance of that 

service. In their opinion, each individual sprinkling in each of these 

services is an act in and of itself, and there is no need to repeat what 

he has already done. 


The Sages taught: Each action performed 
GEMARA ens p 


in the context of the service of Yom Kippur 
stated in the Torah is listed in order. If the High Priest performed 
one of the actions before another, he has done nothing. Rabbi 
Yehuda said: When" does this apply? It applies to those actions 
performed in white garments inside the Sanctuary, e.g., burning 
the incense and sprinkling the blood, which are the essential ser- 
vices of the day. However, with regard to those actions performed 
in white garments outside, such as the lottery and the confession, 
if he performed one action before another, what he did is done 
and he need not repeat the rite." 


In contrast, Rabbi Nehemya says: In what case is this statement 
said, that the order is indispensable? It is said with regard to actions 
performed in white garments, whether inside or outside the 
Sanctuary. However, with regard to those actions performed in 
golden garments outside the Sanctuary, the regular Temple service 
and additional services, if the order was altered, what he did is 
done. Rabbi Yohanan said: And both of them, Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Nehemya, derived their opinions from one verse: “And this 
shall be an everlasting statute to you, to make atonement for the 
children of Israel for all their sins once a year” (Leviticus 16:34). 


Rabbi Yehuda maintains that this is referring to the place where 
atonement is achieved" once a year, namely the Holy of Holies. In 
his opinion, the order of actions is indispensable for the services 
performed in the Holy of Holies. And Rabbi Nehemya maintains 
that the verse is referring to the actions through which atonement 
is achieved once a year, meaning both the place and the garments. 
Consequently, in the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, the order for all 
actions performed in white clothes is indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda the word place is written? The verse merely states 
“oncea year,’ which apparently is referring to the order of the service 
in general but not to a specific place. Rather, the Gemara retracts 
the previous explanation in favor of the following: This is the rea- 
soning of Rabbi Yehuda: It is written: “This” (Leviticus 16:34), 
which is a term of restriction and limitation, and it is written: 
“Once a year” (Leviticus 16:34), another term of restriction. One 
restriction comes to exclude actions performed in the white gar- 
ments outside the Sanctuary, meaning that they are not indispens- 
able; and one restriction comes to exclude actions performed in 
the gold garments. 
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And how does Rabbi Nehemya interpret these two restricting expres- 
sions? In his opinion, one of the restrictions comes to exclude actions 
performed in the gold garments, and one restriction comes to exclude 
the remainders of blood that are poured at the base of the altar, meaning 
that these are not indispensable. If the High Priest performed a service 
that is supposed to come after the spilling of the blood too early, the service 
is valid, despite the fact that the spilling of the blood is performed in white 
garments. The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yehuda maintain with 
regard to the remainders of blood? The Gemara answers: In his opinion, 
if the other actions performed outside are indispensable, this too is 
indispensable; and if the other acts performed outside are not indis- 
pensable, the remainders are not indispensable either. The pouring of the 
remainders of blood is no different from the sprinkling of blood in this 
regard. 


In proof that Rabbi Yehuda maintains that pouring the remainders of blood 
is no different from the sprinkling of blood, the Gemara cites a baraita that 
is referring to a case where the pouring of the remainders of the blood is 
entirely omitted. As it was taught in a baraita: “And when he has finished 
atoning for the sacred place” (Leviticus 16:20). This verse indicates that 
if he performed the atonement, he has finished the order of the service; 
and if he did not perform the atonement, he has not finished. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Why do we 
not say that if he finished sprinkling all the blood, he has performed 
atonement; and ifhe did not finish, he has not performed atonement? 
This would indicate that if one of the presentations is lacking it is as 
though he did nothing. 


And we say in this regard: What is the practical difference between them? 
Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi debated this point. One 
of them said: There is a difference between them with regard to the 
source from which they derive their interpretation," i.e., there is no 
halakhic difference between them but only a dispute as to how to interpret 
the verses. And the other one said: There is a difference between them 
with respect to whether pouring the remainders of blood at the base of 
the altar is indispensable to the atonement. According to Rabbi Akiva, it 
is not indispensable, whereas Rabbi Yehuda maintains that it is 
indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan actually say this, that in Rab- 
bi Nehemya’s opinion pouring the remainders of blood is not indispens- 
able? But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan himself say in tractate Zevahim (1114): 
Rabbi Nehemya taught in accordance with the statement of the one 
who said that the remainders of blood are indispensable? The Gemara 
comments: Indeed, this is difficult.’ 


§ Rabbi Hanina said: With regard to incense that the High Priest 
scooped before the slaughtering" of the bull, it is as though he did noth- 
ing. The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
statement? It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. As, 
if you say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, didn’t 
Rabbi Yehuda say that when it is written “statute” (Leviticus 16:34), a 
term that indicates that no details may be altered, it is written with regard 
to actions performed in white garments within the Sanctuary, whereas 
scooping incense is done outside? 


The Gemara rejects this claim: Even if you say that Rabbi Hanina holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, it is possible that in his 
opinion scooping the incense for the purpose of it being taken inside is 
considered like an action actually performed inside. The Gemara raises 
a difficulty: We learned in the mishna that if the blood spills before the 
High Priest completed the presentations that were sprinkled inside the 
Holy of Holies, he must slaughter another bull or goat, bring other blood, 
and then sprinkle again from the beginning inside. And if it is so, that 
an action performed outside the Sanctuary for the purpose of a service 
inside the Sanctuary is considered like an action actually performed inside, 
merely slaughtering the bull and sprinkling the blood again should be in- 
sufficient. Instead, the mishna should have said that he must return and 
scoop the incense anew. The fact that the mishna did not say this proves 
that the order of scooping the incense is not indispensable. 


he publisher 


NOTES 


If they are indispensable this too is indispensable - 
2Y Aaya x: The early commentaries raised 
various difficulties with regard to Rashi’s interpreta- 
tion, specifically with regard to his reasoning that 
the order of the service has bearing on the issue of 
whether certain acts may be discarded altogether. 
Rabbeinu Elyakim states that if the pouring of the 
remainder of blood is indispensable throughout the 
year, it is indispensable here as well; and if it is not 
essential for other offerings, it is not essential here 
either. According to this explanation, the Gemara is 
not referring specifically to the Yom Kippur service. 
The Ritva cites a similar interpretation. 


There is a difference between them with regard 
to the source from which they derive their 
interpretation — ‘PA KIN PEJT MYVI: 
According to the plain meaning of this statement, 
there is no halakhic difference between the two 
opinions; the difference is merely one of inter- 
pretation. Nevertheless, alternative ways of inter- 
preting the text could eventually lead to halakhic 
differences in other contexts. This is because the 
interpretation of a verse may affect the way other 
exts are understood, which might have practical 
ramifications. 


This is difficult — xp: To avoid leaving this dif- 
ficulty unresolved, some commentaries have dis- 
inguished between two types of remainders of 
blood: Those of inner offerings, i.e., offerings whose 
blood is sprinkled inside the Holy of Holies, and 
hose of outer offerings, i.e., offerings whose blood 
is sprinkled upon the altar in the Temple courtyard. 
Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is referring only to inner 
offerings (Kashot Meyushav). 


HALAKHA 


Incense that the High Priest scooped before the 
slaughtering — Twnw otip mant njiv: If the 
High Priest scoops the incense before the bull was 
slaughtered, he has achieved nothing. The reason is 
that the scooping is performed for the purpose of 
a service inside the Sanctuary, and therefore it has 
the status of an inner service, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:2). 
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Perek V 
Daf61 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


A goat that he slaughtered before presentation 
of the blood of the bull - int ma otip iynww www 
33 by: If the High Priest slaughters the goat before 
presentation of the blood of the bull, he has achieved 
nothing and must bring another goat. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Ulla (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:2). 


LANGUAGE 


Rabbi Afes — Dat 137; Probably from the Greek name 
Ante, Apis, or’Estetdc, Epius. 


NOTES 
And likewise Rabbi Afes said - D3% 31 12X% 31: Ulla 
has no choice but to interpret the mishna in this man- 
ner, so that it would not conflict with his opinion, but 
why did Rabbi Afes explain that the mishna is refer- 
ring specifically to the presentations in the Sanctuary? 
One answer is that Rabbi Afes thereby reconciles an 
apparent contradiction between the first clause and 
latter clause of the mishna. The mishna first states: 
Each act of Yom Kippur, but proceeds to list only some 
of its rites. Therefore, he explains that the mishna is 
not dealing with every stage of the Yom Kippur ser- 
vice but only with the presentations in the Sanctuary 
(Toledot Yitzhak). 


The most sacred place, this is the innermost 
sanctum — ah) 33 m wripa wpa: Rashi's inter- 
pretation of this statement has been challenged from 
several perspectives, both with regard to his opin- 
ion in general that this refers to the sin that requires 
atonement, as well as the details of his opinion, i.e., 
that the sin is that of one who entered the Holy of 
Holies while ritually impure and never became aware 
of his transgression. Some commentaries suggest that 
the verse is not dealing with atonement itself, i.e., 
what the priest is atoning for, but with the method by 
which he achieves atonement in each of these places 
(Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot HaRosh). 


Thesearethe Levites—onbaabx: Itisodd thata special 
verse is necessary to include the Levites, who are part 
of the Jewish people. One suggestion is that as the in- 
clusion of regular Israelites is derived from the phrase: 
“People of the assembly,’ and it is unclear whether the 
Levites are called a people, they therefore need to be 
included specially (Gevurat Ari). A different baraita 
includes slaves, not Levites, as derived from the 
phrase: “He shall atone” 
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The Gemara answers that this is no proof, as he is not dealing with 
the incense. In practice, the High Priest must indeed go back and 
scoop new incense after slaughtering the bull. The mishna did not 
mention this detail because it is discussing the issue of the sprinkling 
of blood, not the incense service. 


§ Ulla said: With regard to a goat that he slaughtered before pre- 
sentation of the blood of the bull," it is as though he did nothing. 
The Gemara asks: But we learned in the mishna that ifhe performed 
the sprinkling of the blood of the goat before the sprinkling of the 
blood of the bull, he must repeat the action and sprinkle the blood 
of the goat after sprinkling the blood of the bull. And ifit is so that 
Ulla is correct, the mishna should have said that he must return and 
slaughter another bull. The Gemara answers: Ulla interpreted the 
mishna as referring only to the presentations in the Sanctuary that 
were performed out of order. However, it is essential that the presen- 
tations in the Holy of Holies must be performed before the slaughter 
of the goat. And likewise, Rabbi Afes' said" that the mishna is refer- 
ring to the presentations in the Sanctuary. 


§ The mishna states: And similarly in the Sanctuary, and likewise 
on the golden altar, if the blood spills he must go back and begin 
that cycle of sprinklings afresh. The Sages taught: “And he shall make 
atonement for the most sacred place, and he shall make atonement 
for the Tent of Meeting and for the altar; and he shall make atone- 
ment for the priests and for all the people of the assembly” (Leviticus 
16:33). “And he shall make atonement for the most sacred place,” 
this is the innermost sanctum," the Holy of Holies; “the Tent of 
Meeting,” this is the Sanctuary; “altar” is meant as per its plain 
meaning; “he shall make atonement,’ is referring to the second 
mention of this phrase in the verse, these are the courtyards. 


“The priests” is meant as per its plain meaning; “people of the as- 
sembly,’ these are the Israelites; “he shall make atonement,” these 
are the Levites," who also gain atonement. They are all equated in 
this verse in that they achieve one atonement in this verse, which 
indicates that they all achieve atonement through the scapegoat 
for all other transgressions, apart from the ritual impurity of the 
Temple and consecrated objects, i.e., entering the Temple or eating 
consecrated food while ritually impure. The bull presented inside 
atones only for the priests, while the goats atone solely for Israelites. 
Only the scapegoat atones equally for all Jews. This is the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: Just as the blood of the goat presented inside 

atones for Israelites who sinned with the ritual impurity of the 

Temple and its consecrated objects, so too, the blood of the High 

Priest's bull atones for the priests who sinned with the ritual impu- 
rity of the Temple and its consecrated objects. And just as the 

confession over the scapegoat atones for Israelites with regard to 

all other transgressions, so too, the confession over the bull atones 

for the priests with regard to all other transgressions, and therefore 

the priests do not require atonement through the scapegoat. 


The Sages taught in another baraita: “And when he has finished aton- 
ing for the sacred place, and the Tent of Meeting, and the altar, he 
shall present the live goat” (Leviticus 16:20). “And when he has 
finished atoning for the sacred place,’ this is the sprinklings in the 
innermost sanctum, the Holy of Holies; “Tent of Meeting,” this is 
the sprinklings toward the curtain in the Sanctuary; “altar,” as per 
its plain meaning. This teaches that they each constitute a separate 
atonement unto themselves, i.e., each one of these actions achieves 
a distinct atonement. If a disqualification occurs in any of the atoning 
actions, he must return to the beginning of that action. 
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From here the Sages stated: If the High Priest presented some of 
the presentations inside the Holy of Holies and then the blood 
spilled, he brings other blood and begins from the start of the 
presentations inside. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: He need 
not start the cycle of sprinklings again; rather, he begins only from 
the place where he stopped. Ifhe finished the presentations inside 
and then the blood spilled," he brings other blood and starts at the 
beginning of the presentations in the Sanctuary. However, he does 
not begin the presentations inside anew, as he has already sprinkled 
all the required blood inside, and that stage of the service is complete. 


Ifhe presented some of the presentations in the Sanctuary and the 
blood spilled, he brings other blood and begins again from the 
start in the Sanctuary, as he has not yet completed all the sprinklings 
in the Sanctuary. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: He begins 
only from the place where he stopped. 


If he finished the presentations in the Sanctuary and the blood 
spilled," he brings other blood and begins at the start of the pre- 
sentations at the altar, as he has already achieved the atonement of 
the sprinklings in the Sanctuary. Ifhe presented some of the presen- 
tations at the altar and the blood spilled, he brings other blood 
and begins at the start of the presentations at the altar, as the 
atonement of the altar has yet not been completed. In this case, too, 
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say that he begins from the place 
where he stopped. If he finished the presentations at the altar and 
the blood spilled" before he poured the remainder of the blood at 
the base of the outer altar, everyone agrees that the remainders are 
not indispensable, and he need not slaughter another offering for 
this mitzva. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: And both of them, meaning the first tanna, i.e., 
Rabbi Meir, the accepted author of unattributed mishnayot, Rabbi 
Elazar, and Rabbi Shimon, derived their opinions from one verse: 


“And Aaron shall make atonement upon its corners once a year; with 


the blood of the sin-offering of atonement once a year he shall 
make atonement for it throughout your generations; it is most sacred 
to the Lord” (Exodus 30:10). 


Rabbi Yohanan elaborates: Rabbi Meir holds that God said: I said 
to you to bring one sin-offering and not two sin- offerings. In other 
words, the High Priest may not sprinkle the blood of two offerings 
on the inner altar. Consequently, if the blood of the sin-offering 
spilled in the middle of the rite, he may not complete the presentation 
with the blood of another animal; rather, he must slaughter new of- 
ferings so that he can present all the sprinklings at the altar from one 
sin-offering. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon hold that God said: I 
said to you to perform one sprinkling and not two sprinklings. If 
he already sprinkled once, the High Priest need not sprinkle again, 
and if the blood spilled in the middle, the rite is completed with the 
blood of another offering. 


HALAKHA 


He finished the presentations inside and the blood spilled - 
DT Jawa maw niama NN Was: If the High Priest finished the 
presentations in the Holy of Holies and then the blood spilled, he 
brings other blood and restarts from the beginning of the presen- 
tations in the Sanctuary. The same applies if the blood spilled in 
the middle of the presentations in the Sanctuary, in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:6). 


He finished the presentations in the Sanctuary and the blood 
spilled - om Jaws Sa-qaw mama wax: If the High Priest finished 
the presentations in the Sanctuary and the blood spilled, he brings 


other blood for the presentations at the altar, in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 5:6). 


He finished the presentations at the altar and the blood spilled - 
DIT JWI Nawaw niama vas: If the High Priest finished the pre- 
sentations at the altar and the blood spilled, leaving no other 
blood to pour as the remainder at the base of the altar, he need 
not slaughter another offering in order to do so, as this action is not 
indispensable. The halakha is in accordance with the conclusion 
of the Gemara that all the Sages agree in this regard (see Lehem 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:8). 
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PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Ya'akov — apy? +37: Rabbi Ya'akov’'s 


ull 


name was Rabbi Ya'akov ben Kurshai, a Sage 
from the last generation of tanna’im. Rabbi 


Ya'akov was highly proficient in the Torah of 


he 


tanna‘im and was apparently one of Rabbi Yehuda 


HaNasi’s teachers, teaching him a great dea 
halakhic material. Rabbi Ya’akov's halakhic and 
gadic teachings appear in the Mishna and Gem 


of 


ara. 


Some commentaries surmise that Rabbi Ya'a 


OV 


was the maternal grandson of Elisha ben Avuya, 


also known as Aher. 


NOTES 


The purification of the leper — yrisiaa nyw: The 
halakhot of the purification of a leper after he has 
been healed from his affliction are stated in the 
Torah (see Leviticus 14:1-32). Part of the procedure 


is performed outside the Temple, e.g., shaving 
hair. The leper brings to the Temple a lamb 
a guilt-offering and a /og of oil that is waved 


he priest applies some of the animal's blood 
he earlobe of the leper, his right thumb, and 
right big toe. 


he remaining oil is placed on 


amb, or a bird if he is poor, as a sin-offering, an 
second lamb or bird as a burnt-offering. 


Next, the priest takes some of the 
oil in his hand and sprinkles seven times. Some of 
he earlobe of the 
eper, his thumb, and his big toe. Finally, some of 
he leftover oil is placed on the head of the leper. 
When all this has been done, the leper sacrifices a 


his 
or 
by 


he priest. After the sacrifice of the guilt-offering, 


to 
his 


da 


The /og spilled, etc. - 15) aba ‘Jawa: The early 
commentaries sought the source for the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon with regard to 
the oil. Some suggest that Rabbi Meir interprets 


the phrase “and a /og of oil” (Leviticus 14:10) as in- 


dicating that only a single log may be used 


for 


each presentation, similar to his explanation with 
regard to the inner altar. Meanwhile, Rabbi Elazar 


and Rabbi Shimon derive their opinion by anal- 


ogy from the halakhot of Yom Kippur, as the High 
Priest sprinkles from the point where he stopped 
ifthe blood spills in the middle of the service (Siah 


Yitzhak). 
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§ It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: Rabbi 
Ya'akov” differentiated for me with respect to lugin. In other words, 
Rabbi Yaakov said that although Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon dis- 
agree with Rabbi Meir with respect to the sprinkling on Yom Kippur, 
maintaining that the High Priest restarts from where he stopped, if 
some of the oil from the log used for purifying the leper" spills in the 
middle of the sprinkling, these tanna’im do not disagree that the priest 
must start that rite afresh. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this claim: And do they not disagree 
with regard to this issue as well? But wasn’t it taught explicitly in a 
baraita: Ifhe presented some of the presentations of oil that he sprin- 
kles inside the Temple and the log spilled,“ he brings another log 
and begins from the start of the presentations in the Sanctuary; and 
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: He begins from the place where 
he stopped. 


Likewise, if he finished the presentations in the Sanctuary and the 
log spilled, he brings another log and begins from the start of the 
presentations that he puts on the thumbs of the leper. Ifhe put some 
of the presentations on the leper’s thumbs and the log spilled, he 
brings another log and begins from the start of the presentations on 
his thumbs. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: He begins from 
the place where he stopped. If he finished the presentations on his 
thumbs and the log spilled, everyone agrees that the presentations 
on the head are not indispensable. This baraita proves that Rabbi 
Elazar and Rabbi Shimon also disagree with Rabbi Meir with regard to 
the purifying oil of the leper. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s statement must 
be amended, as one should say: Rabbi Yaakov taught me this dispute 
with regard to lugin. Just as there is a dispute with regard to spilled 
blood during the presentations on Yom Kippur, Rabbi Ya'akov taught 
that a similar dispute applies to the leper’s log of oil. 


The Gemara analyzes this issue: The Master said above that everyone 
agrees that the presentations of oil placed on the head of the leper are 
not indispensable. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? If 
we say it is because it is written: “And the rest of the oil that is in the 
priest’s hand he shall put upon the head of him that is to be purified, to 
make atonement for him before the Lord” (Leviticus 14:29), which 
indicates that this presentation involves only the rest of the oil and is 
therefore not an essential element of atonement, however, if that is so, 
consider the verse: “But the rest of the meal-offering shall be for 
Aharon and his sons; it is one of the sacred offerings of the Lord by fire’ 
(Leviticus 2:3). Should we say, so too, that they are not indispensable? 
This cannot be the case, as the halakha is that if the remnants of the 
meal-offering are lost before the handful is burnt, the owner of the 
offering must bring another handful. 


) 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, with regard to the leper’s log 
of oil, as it is written earlier: “And of the rest of the oil that is in his 
hand, the priest shall put upon the tip of the right ear of him that is to 
be purified, and upon the thumb of his right hand, and upon the big 
toe of his right foot” (Leviticus 14:17), and it is also written: “And of 
the rest of the oil that is in the priest’s hand, he shall put upon the head 
of him that is to be purified” (Leviticus 14:18). This shows that the 
presentation on the head is performed only with the remainder of the 
oil, and therefore this action is certainly not indispensable. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: 


He presented some of the eel of oil that he aa 


in the purification ritual of a fener the priest had Sred a the 
oil into his hand and begun to sprinkle when the /og spilled, and 
this happened before he finished sprinkling seven times, he brings 
another /og and starts the seven presentations again. If it spilled after 
the seven presentations, he brings another /og and starts on the 


HALAKHA 
thumbs. If he had begun to place the oil on the thumbs and then the 
log spilled, he brings another log and presents on the thumbs from 
the start. If he finished the thumbs when the /og spilled, although 
he lacks enough oil to apply from his hand onto the head of the 
leper, he need not bring another log, as the presentation on the 
head is not indispensable (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 5:5). 
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With regard to a leper’s guilt-offering" that was slaughtered not 
for its own sake™ but for the purpose of a burnt-offering or peace- 
offering, we have arrived at the dispute between Rabbi Meir on 
the one hand and Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon on the other 
hand. Rabbi Yohanan clarifies his statement: According to the 

opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said that in the case of a service that 
was not completed he brings another animal and starts from the 

beginning, here too, in the case of the leper’s guilt-offering, he 

brings another animal and slaughters it, as Rabbi Meir maintains 
that a service that has not been completed is considered as though 
it had not been performed at all. 


And according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon, 
who say that he begins from the place where he stopped, here 
he has no remedy. According to their opinion, a service that has 
not been completed properly remains valid. In this case, once he 
has slaughtered the animal he cannot bring a second guilt-offering, 
as the verse states: “And offer it for a guilt-offering” (Leviticus 
14:12), and not two guilt-offerings. 


Rav Hisda strongly objects to this: But isn’t it written: “And 
offer it for a guilt-offering” (Leviticus 14:12), which indicates 
that he must offer that same guilt-offering he waved earlier, and 
if he does not do so the rite is invalid? If so, even according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, he cannot use another offering. The 
Gemara comments: Indeed, this is difficult’ for Rabbi Yohanan. 


Even so, it was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan: With regard to a leper’s guilt-offering that 
the priest slaughtered not for its own sake, or if the priest did 
not put some of its blood on the leper’s thumbs, this guilt- 
offering is raised and sacrificed on the altar and requires liba- 
tions as though it were valid. And yet the leper must bring an- 
other guilt-offering to make him eligible, i.e., pure of his leprosy. 
Evidently, there is an opinion that he may offer another guilt- 
offering, which apparently contradicts the opinion of Rav Hisda 
that everyone agrees that he cannot use another offering. And Rav 
Hisda could have said to you: What is the meaning of the term: 
Must, stated here? It means that he must do so, but since it is 
impossible he has no remedy. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this contention: But would a 
tanna teach: Must, when he means that he has no remedy? The 
Gemara answers: Yes, and indeed it was taught in a baraita: With 
regard to a totally bald nazirite," who cannot shave his hair with 
a razor as required, Beit Shammai say: He must perform the act 
of the passing of a razor anyway, and Beit Hillel say: He need 
not perform the act of the passing of a razor." And Rabbi Avina 
said that when Beit Shammai say: Must, they mean he must do 
so, but since it is impossible, he has no remedy. 


HALAKHA 


Aleper's guilt-offering that was slaughtered not for its own 
sake — inw> xbw ipnwy priya own: Ifa leper's guilt offer- 
ing was slaughtered not for its own sake, or if the priest did 
not place its blood on the individual's thumbs, the offering is 
still burned on the altar and requires libations. Nevertheless, 
the leper has not fulfilled his obligation with it, and he must 
bring another guilt-offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 5:5). 


Bald nazirite — wia 3: Since the act of shaving is not in- 


dispensable, a bald nazirite may bring his offerings and be re- 
eased from his vow. In light of the Gemara in Nazir 46b, where 

he opinions are reversed and the lenient opinion is that of Beit 
Shammai, the Rambam apparently rules in accordance with 

he opinion of Beit Shammai, a ruling that puzzles the Kesef 
Mishne and the Lehem Mishne. However, it is possible that the 

Rambam relies on the version of the text that appears in the 

Gemara here, in which the lenient opinion is that of Beit Hillel 

Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:5). 


NOTES 


A leper’s guilt-offering, etc. — 3) yis OWN: See Tosafot 
and other early commentaries, who challenge Rashi’s inter- 
pretation of this passage that this is referring to a guilt-offer- 
ing that was slaughtered for the purpose of a burnt-offering 
or peace-offering, and accept Rabbeinu Hananel's version of 
the text, which reads: The blood of a leper’s guilt-offering that 
spilled before it was placed on the thumbs. According to this 
reading, the connection between this halakha and the debate 
between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon is clear. However, 
some commentaries point out that there are problems with 
this version as well. In justification of Rashi’s version, it should 
be noted that the guilt-offering of a leper is unique in that it 
is accompanied by libations, which are offered regardless 
of the fate of the animal. Since the disqualification of the 
animal does not entirely nullify this offering, it can indeed be 
compared to a disqualification that occurs during the midst 
of a service (Gevurat Ari). 


That was slaughtered not for its own sake — xow jonww 
inw: In the case of most offerings, with the exception of the 
Paschal lamb and the sin- offering, if they were not slaugh- 
tered for their own sake but for the sake of another type of 
offering, they are not entirely invalidated but are burned on 
the altar in the normal fashion. The only difference between 
an offering of this kind and one performed properly is that 
an animal slaughtered for the sake of another type of offering 
does not fulfill the obligation of its owner, who must bring 
another offering in its stead. 


This is difficult - x»w7: Although the Gemara immediately 
proceeds to cite a baraita in support of the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, at this stage of the discussion the challenge still 
stands (Kashot Meyushav). 


The passing of a razor — WA nyay: An individual who 
takes a nazirite vow assumes three prohibitions: Consuming 
wine and grape products, contracting ritual impurity from a 
corpse, and cutting his hair. Upon completion of his term, the 
nazirite comes to the Temple, sacrifices offerings, and cuts his 
hair. These acts signify the completion of his vow, whereupon 
he is permitted to drink wine and to come into contact with 
a dead body. The question here is which of these actions are 
indispensable to the ritual of a nazirite. 


XD T/T PID: PEREK V: 61B 


293 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES §——¥—____—_—_- 
Taking with the priest’s own body - {3 by jnyya ann: 
Tosafot raise a difficulty against this proof, as the Torah also 
states with regard to other offerings: “And the priest shall 
take of its blood with his finger and place it” (Leviticus 4:30), 
and there is no insistence that the priest use his hand in 
those cases. Some commentaries resolve this problem by 
pointing out that the word “finger” is written there between 
“take” and “place,’which indicates that the two actions are not 
equivalent (Korban Aharon). 


And all render ritually impure the garments - wava ho 
0°33: The reasoning here is that according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Elazar, the bulls and goats are 
all considered one offering, as even if there is an interrup- 
tion in the middle of the sprinklings the rite continues with 
the blood of a different animal. Conversely, as the Rabbis, 
i.e, Rabbi Meir, maintain that each stage of the atonement 
requires its own offering if the blood is spilled, atonement 
is achieved through only one of the animals, not all of them 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Render ritually impure and are burned — paw wgAvA: 
With regard to these and all sin-offerings whose blood is 
brought inside the temple, the Torah states that their flesh 
and hides are entirely burned and that one who performs 
these actions is thereby rendered ritually impure, as are 
the garments he wears at the time (see Leviticus 16:27-28). 


How many goats does he send away — nwn DPY m: 
According to some commentaries, this question is referring 
specifically to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon, 
who maintain that atonement is achieved through all the 
animals. Others maintain that the question applies to the 
opinion of the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi Meir, as well, as he merely 
states that atonement is achieved through the last of the 
bulls, since the earlier ones were disqualified. With regard 
to the scapegoats, however, as they themselves are not 
disqualified, they are all fit for the mitzva (Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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HALAKHA 


A leper who has no thumbs - niina xbayrivn: A leper who 
has no right hand, no thumb on his right hand, no right foot, 
no big toe on his right foot, or no right ear, can never be ritually 
purified, in accordance with the unattributed opinion in the 


mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:1). 


Collecting the blood of a leper’s guilt-offering - 04 nbap 
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risa owe: When the leper’s guilt-offering is slaughtered, two 
priests collect its blood. One collects some of the blood in a 
vessel and sprinkles it on the altar, while the other collects it 
in his right hand and pours it into his left palm. He then sprin- 
kles some of this blood on the leper with his right finger. The 
halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 


The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Avina, in his interpretation of 
this matter, disagrees with Rabbi Pedat. As Rabbi Pedat said: Beit 
Shammai and Rabbi Elazar said the same thing, i.e., they have the 
same opinion in this regard. The opinion of Beit Shammai is that 
which we said, that a bald nazirite must pass a razor over his head. 
The opinion of Rabbi Elazar is as it was taught in a mishna: A 
leper who has no thumb" or big toe on which to sprinkle can 
never attain ritual purity. Rabbi Elazar says: The priest puts it on 
the spot where the thumb was, and he thereby fulfills his obligation. 
Rabbi Shimon says: If he put it on the left hand or foot, he has 
fulfilled his obligation. According to Rabbi Pedat, Rabbi Elazar and 
Beit Shammai both maintain that even if the rite cannot be per- 
formed in the precise manner, one fulfills his obligation regardless. 


Q The Sages taught: “And the priest shall take of the blood of the 
guilt-offering, and the priest shall put it upon the tip of the right 
ear of him who is to be purified, and upon the thumb of his right 
hand, and upon the big toe ofhis right foot” (Leviticus 14:14). One 
might have thought that he should take it in a vessel; therefore, the 
verse states: “And put.’ Just as putting means with the priest’s own 
body, so too, taking means with the priest’s own body." 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that even with re- 
gard to the blood of the leper’s guilt-offering that he presents on the 

altar, like the blood of other guilt-offerings, it is so that he collects 

the blood in his hand rather than with a vessel. Therefore, the verse 

states: “For as the sin-offering is, so is the guilt-offering” (Le- 
viticus 14:13): Just as a sin-offering requires a vessel for collection 

of its blood, so too, the blood of a guilt-offering requires collection 

in a vessel. And you find that you must say: The leper’s guilt- 
offering requires two priests to collect its blood; one collects by 
hand, and the other one collects in a vessel. The one who col- 
lected in a vessel comes to the altar and sprinkles some of the 

blood on it, and the one who collected by hand comes to the 

leper and sprinkles some of the blood on him." 


§ We learned in a mishna there: And all of the animals whose 
blood was spilled, as stated in the mishna, render ritually impure 
the garments" of those who are occupied with burning them. If a 
bull or goat was slaughtered, but their blood spilled after one stage 
of atonement, and another animal is brought to complete the sprin- 
kling, the first animal is burned, an action that renders ritually im- 
pure the garments of the individuals who perform the burning. And 
each of these first animals is burned" in the place of the ashes, in 
accordance with the halakha of inner sin-offerings. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon. And the Rabbis say: 
They do not render the garments impure and they are not burned 
in the place of the ashes, except for the last animal, since the 
atonement is completed with it." 


Rava inquired before Rav Nahman: How many goats does he 
send away?" If the blood of the goat presented inside is spilled, the 
High Priest must bring an additional pair of goats and perform a 
new lottery. This might even happen several times, which would 
mean that one goat is offered on the altar while several goats are 
designated for sending away. What should be done with those goats? 
He said to him: Does he send away his flock? In other words, the 
Torah said to send only one goat, not an entire flock. Rava said to 
him: 


Which offerings render garments ritually impure — p2 by 
Dna Dav niay: If the blood of the bull or the goat on 
Yom Kippur spilled, other animals are brought to complete the 
atonement. Only the last offering, through which the atone- 
ment is completed, is burned in the place of the ashes, and only 
that offering renders impure the garments of those who burn 
it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:9). 
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And does he burn his flock? The Torah obligated him to burn 
only one goat, and yet there are times when he must burn several, 
as stated in the mishna. Rabbi Nahman retorts: Is it comparable? 
There, with respect to burning the goats, it is not written: “It,” 
which would restrict the burning to only one animal, whereas here, 
with regard to the scapegoat, it is written: “It,” which indicates 
that one animal alone is sent away. The objection has been refuted 


and indeed only one scapegoat is used. 


§ It was stated that amora’im disagreed about the following issue. 
Rav Pappi said in the name of Rava: He sends the first goat; and 
Rav Shimi said in the name of Rava: He sends the last of them. 
The Gemara analyzes the matter: Granted, according to the opin- 
ion of Rav Shimi bar Ashi in the name of Rava, who said that he 
sends the last of them, it works out well, as he probably holds as 
stated above, that the last goat is used, since the atonement is 
completed with it. However, with regard to Rav Pappi in the 
name of Rava, what does he hold? The Gemara answers: He 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said 
that when several identical items are available for a mitzva, the 
mitzva is performed with the first of them." 


The Gemara asks: To which of the halakhot of Rabbi Yosei is this 
referring? From which of Rabbi Yosei’s statements is this conclu- 
sion derived? If we say it is the statement of Rabbi Yosei with 
regard to containers, this is problematic. As we learned in a 
mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: There were three containers" of 
three se‘a each, with which they collect the donation from the 
chamber." Every year the money donated to the Temple by the 
people in the month of Adar was placed in a special chamber. The 
treasurers subsequently filled three containers with these coins 
and used the funds to purchase the communal offerings, e.g., the 
daily offerings and the additional offerings for Festivals. And the 
letters alef, beit, gimmel were written on the containers. 


And it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: Why were 
the letters alef, beit, gimmel written on them? It was to ascertain 
from which of them the donation was collected first, so that they 
could bring the money from it first, as the mitzva is to use the 
coins of the first container. This apparently proves that according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, it is a mitzva to use the first item. 


The Gemara responds: This is no proof, as perhaps at the time 
when the first container was fit to be used, the last was not yet 
fit to be used. When the first container was brought it was fit and 
designated for the offerings, whereas the coins in the second 
container had not yet been collected, and therefore the coins in 
the first container must be used first as they were sanctified first. 
Here, however, the scapegoat is consecrated only when its pair is 
sacrificed, and therefore the two cases are dissimilar. 


Rather, the principle that one uses the first item is derived from 
the statement of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the Paschal offering, 
as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to one who separated 
a sheep for his Paschal offering and the sheep was lost," and he 
separated another sheep in its stead, and afterward the first 
sheep was found, and they both stand before him, he sacrifices 
whichever of them he wants; this is the statement of the Rabbis. 
Rabbi Yosei says: The mitzva is performed with the first sheep. 
And if the second was of superior quality’ to it, he brings the 
second sheep. This proves that according to Rabbi Yosei, if there 
are two animals equally fit for an offering, one brings the animal 
that was chosen first. 


HALAKHA 
Which goat does he send away - nwn yy mpy: The Ram- 
bam rules that the first goat is sent because it was chosen 
through the mitzva of the lottery and was not disqualified. 
The Meri states likewise (see Likkutei Halakhot; Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:15). 


Three containers - nisip wow: After the shekels were brought 
to their special chamber in the courtyard, three large containers 
were filled with the money. After that, three smaller containers 
were fashioned, on which the letters alef, beit, and gimmel were 
written. The contents of these boxes were used one by one 
to fund the Temple services (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 2:6). 


One who separated his Paschal offering and it was lost - 
12%) Inds wT: If one separated a Paschal offering and it 
was subsequently lost, whereupon he designated a second 
animal, and then the first was located, the individual may offer 
whichever of the two animals he prefers. The other one is sac- 
rificed as a peace-offering, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:6). 


NOTES 

They collect the donation from the chamber — nix pagin 
nawn: There is a mitzva to buy the offerings for each year with 
funds donated by the people in the form of the half-shekels of 
that year. These coins were collected by the Temple treasurer 
in the month of Adar and were used from the first of Nisan, 
which marked the beginning of the year for these purposes. 
The money was first kept in a special chamber before it was 
carried in containers and spent to purchase the animals for 
offerings. The money was kept in three boxes. The contents 
of the first were donated by people living in Eretz Yisrael, the 
second was for the shekels of Jews living outside the land but 
relatively close by, the third container held the money given 
by Jews from distant lands. 


If the second was of superior quality — Nava 3 771 ox: This 
halakha was stated solely with regard to the Paschal offering, 
but not the scapegoat. The difference is that the Paschal lamb 
is eaten, and therefore it must be of the best quality, whereas 
the scapegoat was hurled off a cliff (Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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The amount of incense scooped by the High Priest is determined by the size of his 
hands, and the vessels he uses for this purpose are made to fit him. Although this ser- 
vice is unique to Yom Kippur, the analysis of its halakhot and manner of performance 
leads to a discussion of the handful of flour separated from a regular meal-offering, 
which resembles the handful of incense in many ways. 


The entrance of the High Priest into the Holy of Holies in the Second Temple was 
via the two dividing curtains. Several steps were taken to ensure that the rites of Yom 
Kippur were performed in the proper manner in the Second Temple, despite the lack 
of the Ark of the Covenant and the fact that the structure of the Sanctuary and the 
inner sanctum was different from that of the First Temple. 


For each set of sprinklings in the Holy of Holies the High Priest sprinkles the blood 
of the bull and the goat once and then seven times, i.e., the first sprinkling is directed 
slightly upward while the next seven are aimed downward. Any change in the order 
or number of sprinklings disqualifies the service. 


The sprinklings inside the Holy of Holies are performed exclusively on Yom Kippur. 
The sprinklings outside, on the curtain and the golden altar in the Sanctuary, are also 
performed with the blood of certain other special sin-offerings, i.e., the bull brought 
by the anointed priest and the bull brought for an unwitting communal sin. The 
Gemara clarifies some of the differences between these rites. 


There are several differences of opinion with regard to the manner of the sprinkling on 
the golden altar, and the discussion in the Gemara indicates that there were various 
customs with regard to its performance even during the period of the Temple itself. 


Everyone agrees that not only are certain rites of the Yom Kippur service indispens- 
able for atonement, but so is the order of their performance. Consequently, if the 
High Priest performed a later service first, he must go back and start over from the 
beginning. However, this requirement is limited to the special rites of the day, those 
performed by the High Priest in his white garments inside the Holy of Holies. 


With regard to the other services, each is considered a distinct unit, which means 
that if one of them was impaired in some way the High Priest must begin that rite 
afresh. This impairment might be caused by an error in the performance of the rite, 
or due to the inability of the High Priest to complete the service of this holiest day. 


Summary of 
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And when he has made an end of atoning for the Sanc- 
tuary, and the Tent of Meeting, and the altar, he shall 
present the live goat. And Aaron shall lay both his 
hands upon the head of the live goat, and confess over 
it all the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all 
their transgressions, even all their sins; and he shall 
put them upon the head of the goat, and shall send 
it away with an appointed man into the wilderness. 
And the goat shall bear upon it all their iniquities to 
a land which is cut off; and he shall let go the goat in 
the wilderness. 

(Leviticus 16:20-22) 


And the fat of the sin-offering he shall make smoke 
upon the altar. And he that dispatched the goat to 
Azazel shall wash his clothes, and bathe his flesh in 
water, and afterward he may come into the camp. And 
the bull of the sin-offering, and the goat of the sin- 
offering, whose blood was brought in to gain atone- 
ment in the sacred place, shall be taken outside the 
camp and they shall burn in the fire their skins, and 
their flesh, and their dung. 

(Leviticus 16:25-27) 


This chapter primarily addresses the laws of the scapegoat, and begins by address- 
ing the relationship between the scapegoat and the goat sacrificed as a sin-offering 
on Yom Kippur. These two goats must be identical and equally suitable for each of 
the two services. Lots are drawn that determine which goat will be sacrificed as the 
sin-offering and which will be used as the scapegoat. Even after the lottery, if one 
of the goats becomes disqualified, the other goat also becomes unfit for its role. It 
therefore needs to be clarified until when, and to what extent, these goats remain 
interdependent. 


Another topic addressed in this chapter is the confession recited by the High Priest 
over the scapegoat, and the sins for which the scapegoat brings atonement. 


The chapter also discusses the process of sending the scapegoat to the wilderness. 
This ritual generates both theological and practical questions: What is the ritual’s 
meaning? The scapegoat is not a sacrificial offering, as it is not slaughtered and it is 
sent out of the Temple. The meaning of the ritual must be clarified so that it not ap- 
pear as though it contains traces of idolatrous worship. 


On a practical level, who accompanies the scapegoat and what halakhot apply to 
him? How is the scapegoat sent out of the Temple and how is it brought to the 
proper location in the wilderness? Does the term Azazel refer to a location in the 
wilderness or to the ritual of the scapegoat? And how does one conclude the ritual 
of the scapegoat? 


This chapter focuses on all of these issues, as well as other details related to the 
scapegoat. 
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MI S H N A The mitzva of the two Yom Kippur goats," 


the goat sacrificed to God and the goat sent 
to Azazel that are brought as a pair, is as follows, ab initio: That they 
will both be identical in appearance," i.e., color, and in height, and 
in monetary value," and their acquisition must be as one," i.e., 
they must be purchased together. And even if they are not identi- 
cal, nevertheless, they are valid. And similarly, if he acquired one 
today and one tomorrow, they are valid. 


If one of the goats died," if it died before the High Priest drew the 
lots, he immediately takes a counterpart for the second, since 
neither has yet been designated. And if it died after the High Priest 
drew the lots, he brings another pair of goats and draws lots over 
them from the start. 


After that lottery he utters a stipulation: If the one to be sacrificed 
to God died, that goat upon which the lot for God was drawn in 
the second lottery shall stand in its stead; and if the one to be sent 
to Azazel died, that goat upon which the lot for Azazel was drawn 
shall stand in its stead. And the second, superfluous goat, i.e., in 
the case where a new pair of goats was brought, should graze until 
it becomes unfit, at which point it will be sold, and the money 
received from its sale will go toward the purchase of a public gift- 
offering. Although for individual sin-offerings in similar circum- 
stances there is no remedy and it is left to die, that is not the case 
here, as a communal sin-offering is not left to die. On the other 
hand, Rabbi Yehuda says: In this it should be left to die. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: If the blood of the goat 
sacrificed to God spilled before it was sprinkled, the scapegoat is 
left to die. Similarly, if the scapegoat dies, the blood of the goat 
sacrificed to God should be spilled, and two other goats are 
brought and lots are drawn. 


HALAKHA 


The two Yom Kippur goats - 1937 Of yyw g: The two 
Yom Kippur goats should be identical in appearance, size, and 
monetary value, and they should be purchased together. Nev- 
ertheless, they may be used even if they are not identical or 
were not purchased together (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:14). 


If one of the goats died - om2 IHX Mia: If one of the two Yom 
Kippur goats dies before the lottery is cast, the High Priest 
brings a counterpart for the remaining goat. If one of the goats 
dies after the lottery, the High Priest brings two new goats and 


That they will both be identical in appearance — jw viw 
mgm pw: Tosafot Yeshanim asks: Since the Gemara in trac- 
tate Sanhedrin teaches that no two people look exactly alike, 
how can one expect to find two identical goats? They answer 
that there is a greater discrepancy between different human 
faces than there is with regard to the appearance of animals. 
Still, according to the Jerusalem Talmud, no two natural items, 
even two grains of wheat, can ever be fully identical. Therefore, 
the mishna must mean to say that the goats must be as close 
as possible to each other in terms of coloring and size (see 
Gevurat Ari). 


NOTES 


draws new lots. It the goat that died was to be sacrificed to God, 
the goat selected to be sacrificed to God in the second lottery 
takes its place. If the goat that died was to be sent to Azazel, the 
goat selected to be sent to Azazel in the second lottery takes its 
place. In the case where a new pair of goats was brought, the 
remaining goat of the second pair is put out to pasture until it 
becomes blemished. It is then sold, and the proceeds are used 
for a communal gift-offering. This is in accordance with the 
mishna and with the opinion of Rav in the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:15). 


And in monetary value — 72731: In the Jerusalem Talmud it 
is explained that the important point is the value of the goats 
rather than their actual purchase price. Therefore, it is preferable 
not to use two goats that were purchased for the same price 
if one is qualitatively superior, whereas it is acceptable to use 
two goats of equal quality even if they were not purchased for 
the same price. 


And their acquisition must be as one - 4x3 pppn: The 
two goats must be bought not only at the same time, but pref- 
erably from the same individual. This too is part of the effort to 
ensure that the animals are as similar as possible. 
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NOTES 
One in appearance - med “m: Tosafot Yeshanim cite a version 
of this text according to which one reference is for appearance 
and height, one is for monetary value, and the third teaches that 
they must be purchased simultaneously. This interpretation solves 
some questions that were raised with regard to this derivation. 


HALAKHA 
The lambs brought by a leper — yyisn "waa: It is a mitzva for a 
leper to bring lambs that are identical. However, if they are not 
identical, they are nevertheless valid (Likkutei Halakhot). 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught: It states: “He shall 

take two goats” (Leviticus 16:5). The 
minimum number indicated by a plural term, as the word goats 
is here, is two. If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: 
Two? It teaches that the two should be identical. And from 
where do we derive that even if the two goats are not identical 
they are nevertheless valid? The verses state and repeat the word 
goat, goat (Leviticus 16:9-10) to amplify and indicate that the 
goats are valid even if they are not identical. 


The Gemara asks: The reason is specifically because the Merciful 
One in the Torah amplified and thereby indicated that the goats 
are valid even if they are not identical. Doesnt this indicate that 
ifthe Merciful One did not amplify, I would have said the goats 
are disqualified? From where do we derive that the goats are 
prevented from being sacrificed if they are not identical? The 
principle with regard to sacrificial offerings is that if the Torah 
indicates a requirement only once, it is a mitzva ab initio, and if 
the Torah repeats the requirement, it is considered indispensable 
in order for the offering to be valid. 


The Gemara answers: It could enter your mind to say that since 
the word two, two, two, is written three times in the relevant 
passage, the repetition indicates that the goats are disqualified if 
they are not identical. Therefore, the Torah had to indicate that 
the goats are valid even if they are not identical. 


The Gemara asks: And now that the Merciful One has amplified 
by repeating the word goat, goat, why do I need the threefold 
repetition of two, two, two? The Gemara answers that it teaches 
how the mitzva should be performed ab initio: One of the terms 
indicates that the goats should be identical in appearance," one 
indicates they should be identical in height, and one indicates 
they should be identical in monetary value. 


The Gemara comments that this was also taught in a baraita with 
regard to the lambs brought by a leper," based upon the verse: 
“He shall take two lambs” (Leviticus 14:10). The minimum num- 
ber of lambs, which is a plural term, is two. If so, what is the 
meaning when the verse states “two”? It teaches that the two 
should be identical. And from where do we derive that even if 
the two lambs are not identical they are nevertheless valid? The 
verses state: Lamb, lamb, repetitively, to amplify and indicate 

that the lambs are valid even if they are not identical. 


The Gemara asks: The reason is specifically because the Merciful 
One in the Torah amplified and thereby indicated that the lambs 
are valid even if they are not identical. Doesn't this indicate that 
if the Merciful One did not amplify, I would have said the lambs 
are disqualified? From where do we derive that the lambs are 
prevented from being sacrificed if they are not identical? The 
Gemara answers: It could enter your mind to say that since it is 
written: “This shall be the law of the leper” (Leviticus 14:2), the 
verse indicates that every detail stated in this context is indispens- 
able. Therefore, it was necessary for the Torah to indicate that the 
lambs are valid even if they are not identical. 


The Gemara asks: And now that the Merciful One has amplified 
by repeating the word lamb, lamb, why do I need the phrase “this 
shall be”? The Gemara answers: This phrase applies to the rest 
of the halakhot that are included in the atonement ritual of the 
leper, which are indispensable. 
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The Gemara comments: And we also learned similarly with re- 
gard to the birds used for the purification of a leper." The verse 

states that the priest should take “two birds” (Leviticus 14:4),and 

the minimum number indicated by the plural term birds is two. 
Whatis the meaning when the verse states: Two? It indicates that 

the two birds should be identical. And from where do we derive 

that even if they are not identical they are valid? The verses 

state: Bird, bird (Leviticus 14:5—6)," repetitively, to amplify. 


The Gemara asks: The reason is specifically because the Merciful 
One in the Torah amplified and thereby indicated that the birds 
are valid even if they are not identical. Doesn’t this indicate that 
if the Merciful One did not amplify, I would have said the birds 
are disqualified? From where do we derive that the birds are 
prevented from being used if they are not identical? The Gemara 
answers: It could enter your mind to say that since it is written: 

“This shall be the law of the leper,’ the verse indicates that every 
detail stated in this context is indispensable. Therefore, it was 
necessary for the Torah to indicate that the birds are valid even if 
they are not identical. 


The Gemara asks: And now that the Merciful One has amplified 
by repeating the word bird, why do I need the phrase “this shall 
be”? The Gemara answers: This phrase applies to the rest of the 
halakhot that are included in the atonement ritual of the leper, 
which are indispensable. 


The Gemara suggests: If so, this line of reasoning should be 
applied to the daily offerings as well. Let us say that when the 
verse states: “Two lambs of the first year, day by day, continually” 
(Exodus 29:38), the minimum number indicated by the word 
lambs is two. What is the meaning when the verse states “two”? 
It indicates that the two lambs should be identical. And from 
where do we derive that even if the two are not identical they 
are valid? The verse states the word lamb, lamb (Exodus 29:39), 
repetitively, to amplify. Let us learn from here that in order to 
fulfill the mitzva in the preferred manner, we also require that 
the two lambs used for the daily offering be identical. 


The Gemara responds: That verse is needed for that which was 

taught in a baraita: “Two lambs of the first year, day by day” 
(Exodus 29:38)," indicates that the lambs must be slaughtered 

opposite the location of the sun at that time of day." 


The Gemara asks: Do you say it means opposite the location of 
the sun at that time of day, or does it only mean to say that two 
lambs must be sacrificed for the obligation of each day? The 
Gemara answers: When it states: “One lamb you shall offer in 
the morning, and the other lamb you shall offer in the after- 
noon” (Numbers 28:4), the obligation of each day is stated ex- 
plicitly. And how do I uphold the verse: “Two lambs of the first 
year, day by day”? It teaches that the lambs must be slaughtered 
opposite the location of the sun at that time of day. 


How is this done in actuality? The daily offering of the morning 
was slaughtered in the Temple courtyard opposite the northwest 
corner of the altar, on the second ring," across from the sun, 
which rises in the east. And the daily offering of the afternoon 
was slaughtered opposite the northeast corner of the altar, on 
the second ring, across the sun, which is located in the west in 
the afternoon." 


The Gemara comments: When the Torah states: “Two lambs” 
(Numbers 28:9) with regard to the additional offerings brought 
on Shabbat," the word two, which is unnecessary, certainly 
indicates that the two should be identical ab initio. 


HALAKHA 


ae 


It is a mitzva for a leper to bring birds that are identical in ap- 
pearance, size, and value, and that are purchased together. 
Nevertheless, if they are not identical or are purchased on two 
different days, they are valid (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara'at 11:8). 


The location for slaughtering the daily offering - nwnw nipa 
“want: The daily offering of the morning was slaughtered in the 
Temple courtyard, in front of the northwest corner of the altar, 
in the second ring, while the daily offering of the afternoon was 
slaughtered in the northeast corner, at the second ring. This is in 
accordance with the accepted tradition that the daily offering 
should be slaughtered opposite the sun (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:11). 


NOTES 

Lamb lamb...bird bird - vis¥ 7i5¥...waz was: The verse 
states: And the priest shall take one lamb” (Leviticus 14:12), and 
similarly: “And the priest shall command to slaughter one of 
the birds” (Leviticus 14:5). Since in both contexts the subject 
of the verse was clear and it could have simply stated: One of 
them, the words lamb and birds are considered extraneous, and 
indicate that the pairs of lambs and birds are valid even if they 
are not identical (Me’iri). 


Two lambs of the first year, day by day - Dib mw: The Torah 
could not have written “day by day” without adding the word 
two, as one might have reasoned that it is referring to the 
morning offering alone (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Div: The reason for this is to demonstrate that the sun is not 
an object of worship (Meiiri). 


The second ring — ma nya: Tosafot ask why the second 
ring in particular is used. Many commentators explain that the 
first ring cannot be used because its location is shaded by the 
altar (Tosafot Yeshanim, Tosefot Rid), or by the shadow from the 
walls (Peirush LeTamid), and is therefore not opposite the sun. 
Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi writes that the second ring was used 
because it is more precisely opposite the position of the sun, 
which does not rise precisely in the northeast nor set exactly 
in the northwest. 


The additional offerings brought on Shabbat - bw paon 
Naw: According to the version of the text accepted by To- 
safot, the requirement specifying that the animals brought 
as the additional offerings on Shabbat must be identical is 
indispensable to the fulfillment of the mitzva. Nevertheless, 
the Rambam does not mention this requirement at all, and the 
commentaries express surprise at this omission (see especially 
Omer HaShikheha). However, according to the version of the 
text accepted by Rabbeinu Hananel, the additional offerings 
of Shabbat need not be identical, and the term “two” means 
that two offerings are sacrificed rather than four. This is how 
the Me'iri explains the issue. 


BACKGROUND 


The second ring - mw nyay: The image depicts the rings in 
the courtyard as viewed while facing west. 


Rings in the courtyard 
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NOTES 
Offerings slaughtered outside the Temple courtyard — 
yin spinw: The Torah prohibits sacrificing offerings out- 
side the Temple, and one who does so is liable to the 
punishment of karet (Leviticus 17:8-9). The prohibition 
applies to animals fit for offerings, which excludes blem- 
ished animals or those disqualified for other reasons. 


They lack the service of the day - n97 NTiay “Ma: An 
offering is disqualified if it is lacking time. This applies to 
several circumstances: It might be less than eight days 
old and not yet eligible for sacrifice, or it might be a 
Paschal lamb or Festival offering whose date for offering 
has not yet arrived. In this case, since the goats may not 
be offered until a certain point in the service of the day, 
they are considered lacking time until then. 
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§ The Sages taught: If the High Priest slaughtered the two Yom Kip- 
pur goats outside the Temple courtyard” when he had not yet drawn 
lots to determine which of them is to be sacrificed to God and which 
is to be sent to Azazel, he is liable to receive the punishment of karet 
for both of them, as they are both fit for use as an offering. If he slaugh- 
tered them after he drew lots for them, he is liable for slaughtering 
the goat designated for God, which is a sacrificial offering, and he is 
exempt for slaughtering the goat designated for Azazel, as it is not a 
sacrificial offering. 


The Gemara clarifies the meaning of this baraita. With regard to the 
statement that if he slaughtered the goats when he had not yet drawn 
lots, he is liable for both of them, the Gemara asks: For what are they 
fit? Before the lots are drawn, neither goat is fit for use as an offering. 
The Gemara answers that Rav Hisda said: He is liable since they are 
fit to be used as the goat whose sacrificial rites are performed outside. 
‘These two goats are fit for use as the additional offerings of Yom Kippur, 
whose sacrificial rites are performed outside of the Sanctuary, in the 
Temple courtyard. Therefore, the goats have the status of sacrificial 
offerings. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about the goat whose sacrificial 
rites are performed inside the Sanctuary, i.e., the goat selected to be 
sacrificed as a sin-offering, for which the goats are not valid because 
they lack the lottery? They are also unfit to be used as the goat whose 
rites are performed outside the Sanctuary, as they lack the service of 
the day." The entire Yom Kippur service must be performed in the 
proper sequence, and several steps have to be executed before the ad- 
ditional offerings are sacrificed, including the sprinkling of the bull’s 
and goat’s blood, and the burning of the handful of incense. Since the 
additional offerings cannot yet be sacrificed, the goats cannot be con- 
sidered fit for these offerings, and one should not be liable to receive 
karet for slaughtering the goats outside the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Hisda holds that an offering is not consid- 
ered to be lacking time if it is to be brought on that day. An offering 
is considered lacking time, and therefore unfit, if it is supposed to be 
brought on a different day. However, ifit is the proper day but the right 
moment has not yet arrived, the offering is considered valid. On the 
other hand, before the High Priest draws lots to determine which of 
the goats will be sacrificed to God and which sent to Azazel, even 
though it is the proper day, the goats are not yet considered valid of- 
ferings because there is a necessary action that the High Priest must 
take with regard to the goat itself before it can be brought as an offering. 


Ravina said: Now that Rav Hisda said that although the drawing of 
lots is external to the animals themselves, an animal lacking the lottery 
is comparable to an animal lacking an action and is not yet consid- 
ered a valid offering, a statement can be made with regard to that 

which Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Peace-offerings that one 

slaughtered in the Temple before the doors of the Sanctuary were 

opened" are disqualified, as it is stated with regard to peace-offerings: 

“And he shall slaughter it at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting” 
(Leviticus 3:2), which teaches that it must be slaughtered when the 

entrance is open and serves as an actual entrance, but not when it 

is locked. As long as the entrance to the Tent of Meeting, or in 

the Temple the doors to the Sanctuary, remain closed, one may 
not sacrifice the peace-offerings, and if they are sacrificed, they are 

disqualified. 


If the High Priest slaughtered the two Yom Kippur goats 
outside the Temple courtyard — junwy onsa7 DP py ww 
yina: If one slaughtered the Yom Kippur goats outside the 
Temple before the High Priest confessed over them, one is 
liable to receive the punishment of karet for each of the two 
goats, since they were both eligible for sacrifice. If one slaugh- 
ters them after the confession, he is liable for slaughtering the 
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goat designated for God, but exempt for the one that is sent 
away to Azazel. The Ra'avad holds that one's liability depends 
on whether the act took place before or after the lottery, rather 
than the High Priest's confession. The Kesef Mishne explains that 
the Rambam based his view on a passage in tractate Zevahim 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:11). 


Peace-offerings that one slaughtered before the doors of the 


Sanctuary were opened — ninh nD OTP pnww obey 
ban: Peace-offerings that were slaughtered before the doors 
of the Sanctuary were opened are disqualified, since it is writ- 
ten that one shall slaughter them “at the entrance to the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:2). This principle is in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 5:5). 
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Based on Rav Hisda’s statement, if he slaughtered them outside the 
Temple before the doors of the Sanctuary were opened" he is ex- 
empt. What is the reason? Lacking the opening of the doors is 
comparable to lacking an action. Therefore, the offering was not 
yet fit to be sacrificed in the Temple, and when he slaughtered it 
outside, despite doing so with the intention that it is a sacrificial of- 
fering, he is not considered to have violated the prohibition against 
sacrificing an offering outside the Temple. 


Rav Hisda stated above that since the Yom Kippur goats could be 
used for the additional offerings, one is liable for slaughtering them 
outside the Temple. The Gemara asks: Does Rav Hisda" accept 
the principle: Since’ a particular situation could come to be in the 
future, it is viewed as though it existed already in the present? 


And didn’t Rav Hisda say: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb out- 
side the Temple" during the rest of the days of the year" other than 
Passover eve, if he slaughtered it for its own sake, i.e., as a Paschal 
lamb, he is exempt, since at that time it is not fit to be sacrificed as 
a Paschal lamb. Ifhe sacrificed it not for its own sake but rather as a 
peace-offering, he is liable. A Paschal lamb that is slaughtered as a 
peace-offering on any day of the year other than Passover eve is 
considered a valid peace-offering. Therefore, it has the status of an 
offering that is fit to be sacrificed in the Temple, and he is liable for 
slaughtering it outside the Temple. 


The Gemara comments: The reason he is liable is because he spe- 
cifically slaughtered it not for its own sake. However, if he slaugh- 
tered it without specifying what offering he had in mind, it is 
considered to have been slaughtered for its own sake and he is ex- 
empt. But why is he exempt? Let us say: Since it is fit to be sacrificed 
within the Temple not for its own sake, i.e., as a peace-offering, it 
should be considered as though he slaughtered it as a peace-offering 
outside the Temple, and he should be liable. 


The Gemara responds: How can these cases be compared? There, 
with regard to the Paschal lamb, it requires explicit uprooting from 
the status of a Paschal lamb in order to be considered a peace-offer- 
ing. Therefore, if he did not specify his intent, it is still considered a 
Paschal lamb, which is not fit to be sacrificed. These Yom Kippur 
goats do not require uprooting from their previous status. The Yom 
Kippur goats have the status of a sin-offering and the goats sacrificed 
as part of the additional offerings of the day are also considered sin- 
offerings. Therefore, one who slaughters them outside the Temple is 
liable, as they are fit to be sacrificed at that time as sin-offerings, even 
without the principle: Since, etc. 


Rabba bar Shimi taught these two halakhot, cited above in the name 
of Rav Hisda, in the name of Rabba, and he found a difficulty be- 
tween one statement of Rabba and another statement of Rabba. 
And he resolved the apparent contradiction as we resolved it. 


§ When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said 
that Rabbi Yirmeya said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If one slaugh- 
tered a Paschal lamb outside the Temple during the rest of the days 
of the year, whether he slaughtered it for its own sake, as a Paschal 
lamb, or not for its own sake, as a peace-offering, he is exempt. 


Rav Dimi said: I said this halakha before Rabbi Yirmeya and asked 
him: Granted, when he slaughters it outside the Temple for its own 
sake he is exempt, because it is not fit to be brought as a Paschal 
lamb at that time, and one is liable for slaughtering an offering out- 
side the Temple only if it was fit to be sacrificed in the Temple. How- 
ever, if he slaughters it not for its own sake, why is he exempt? Isn’t 
it fit to be sacrificed not for its own sake as a peace-offering inside 
the Temple? 


HALAKHA 


He slaughtered them outside the Temple before the 

opening of the doors — ninban nos xa yana onw: 

One who slaughters peace- offerings outside the Temple 
before the doors of the Sanctuary are opened is exempt. 
The animals are not considered fit to serve as offerings 

because the action of opening the doors must still be car- 
ried out (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
18:12). 


A Paschal lamb that was slaughtered outside - nba 
yna pmwaw: One who slaughters an animal consecrated 
as a Paschal lamb outside the Temple is liable even if he 
slaughtered it during the rest of the days of the year. This is 
because the Paschal lamb during the year has the status of 
a peace-offering, in accordance with the opinion of Ravin, 
cited in the continuation of the discussion, as his opinion is 
supported by Rav Ashi, a later amora (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:12 and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


Does Rav Hisda accept the principle: Since, etc. - »3) 
‘apy byin sector at) mh my: The Gemara could have chal- 
lenged Rav Hisda's opinion by stating his ruling in tractate 
Pesahim that the principle: Since, i.e., since guests might 
arrive, does not apply with regard to one who bakes un- 
necessarily on a Festival. Later in that tractate, the Gemara 
establishes that Rav Hisda does not accept this principle 
with regard to leniencies, while he does accept it with 
regard to stringencies. It seems that it would have been 
appropriate to mention this conclusion here in tractate 
Yoma. It is possible that the Gemara did not suggest the 
abovementioned challenge along with the resolution men- 
tioned in tractate Pesahim since it is possible to differentia 
between the cases: With regard to sacrifices, the actio 
of slaughtering them is in one’s hands and therefore th 
principle: Since, etc., is valid, but whether or not gues 
will arrive on a Festival is not in his control (Siah Yitzhak). 


wn mi SS 60 


Since — beim: The principle: Since, etc., and other similar 
principles, are employed in various areas of halakha. The 
fundamental principle is that conditions that may develop 
in the future are taken into consideration in determining 
the halakha in the present. Not all of the talmudic Sages 
agreed that the halakha may be determined based upon 
potential future developments, and therefore not all of 
them accepted the principle. 


A Paschal lamb slaughtered during the rest of the days 
of the year — mI Nin igwa DMwaw nos: The Paschal 
lamb is unique because it can be brought as a peace- 
offering during the year despite the fact that it was des- 
ignated for sacrifice as a Paschal lamb on the fourteenth 
of Nisan. The Gemara here, as well as in tractate Pesahim, 
considers the degree to which the Paschal lamb should 
always be considered a potential peace-offering. 


3D411 PD: PEREK VI:63A 305 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


An offering lacking time that was slaughtered 
outside the Temple - yina pnwaw pat emn: 
One who slaughters an offering that is lacking 
time outside the Temple is exempt, whether it 
was lacking time of its own accord or due to 
its owners. Examples of the latter case are the 
sin-offerings of a zav, zava and a woman after 
childbirth, or the sin-offering and guilt-offering 
of a leper, that are slaughtered before their ap- 
propriate times. However, one who slaughters 
he burnt-offerings of these individuals, or the 
peace-offering of a nazirite, outside the Temple 
before the appropriate time, is liable. Since 
hese offerings are not essential parts of the pu- 
ification process, they are considered fit to be 
sacrificed even before the purification process 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 18:9). 


NOTES 

Sin-offering and guilt-offering - DWY) Nxwn: 
Both the sin-offering and guilt-offering are 
brought to atone for a transgression. However, 
there are several differences between them, 
including the sins for which one brings these 
offerings. A sin-offering is brought for the un- 
witting violation of a prohibition that carries the 
punishment of karet. A guilt-offering is brought 
or a few specific transgressions, such as certain 
cases of theft, and misusing consecrated proper- 
y. They also differ with respect to the procedures 
used when they are sacrificed: The blood of the 
sin-offering is sprinkled on the four corners o 
he altar, but that of a guilt-offering is sprinkled 
on two corners of the altar and allowed to run 
down its four sides. Furthermore, a sin-offering 
hat is sacrificed with the intent that it serve as 
a different offering is invalid. Conversely, a guilt- 
offering that is sacrificed with the intent that i 
serve as a different offering is nevertheless valid, 
although the one who brought it does not fulfi 
his obligation to bring a guilt-offering and mus 
bring another one. 
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And Rabbi Yirmeya said to me in response: Uprooting an offering’s 
designation outside the Temple is not called uprooting. Since he slaugh- 
tered it outside, the status of the offering does not change from that of a 
Paschal lamb to that of a peace-offering, despite his intention to this effect. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said a different 
version of the statement that Rabbi Yirmeya said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: If one slaughtered a Paschal lamb outside the Temple during the 
rest of the days of the year, whether he slaughtered it for its own sake 
or not for its own sake, he is liable. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: Is he liable even if he slaughtered it for 
its own sake? Didn’t we learn in a mishna in tractate Zevahim that one is 
exempt for sacrificing an offering that was not yet fit for sacrifice because 
it was lacking time?" This is so whether it itself was lacking time, such as 
if it was less than eight days old, or it was lacking time due to its owners. 


The Gemara explains: And what is an offering that is lacking time due to 
its owners? A zav, a zava, a woman after childbirth, and a leper, who 
sacrificed their offerings before the appropriate time. A zav, a zava, and a 
leper bring their offerings after counting seven days; a woman after child- 
birth brings hers when her purification period is complete. 


Any of these people who sacrificed their sin-offering and, in the case of 
lepers, their guilt-offering outside the Temple are exempt. Since they 
would not fulfill their obligations to bring these offerings if they would 
sacrifice them in the Temple, and the offerings are unfit to be brought as 
voluntary offerings, because sin-offerings and guilt-offerings are not 
brought as voluntary offerings, one who slaughters them outside the 
Temple is not liable. However, if they sacrifice their burnt-offerings and 
peace-offerings outside the Temple, they are liable. This is because these 
offerings could be valid as voluntary offerings if they were sacrificed in the 
Temple. 


And Rav Hilkiya bar Tovi said: They only taught that one is exempt 
for the guilt-offering when it is slaughtered for its own sake, but if it is 
slaughtered not for its own sake, he is liable, because a guilt-offering 
slaughtered in the Temple not for its own sake is valid. 


The Gemara considers this: If he slaughtered it for its own sake, in any 
event he is exempt. Why? Let us say: Since they are fit to be sacrificed 
inside the Temple not for their own sake, he should be liable for sacri- 
ficing them outside. The Gemara responds: How can these cases be 
compared? There, the guilt-offering requires explicit uprooting of its 
designation in order to be valid. Here, a Paschal lamb during the rest of 
the days of the year is considered a peace-offering, even if its status is 
not explicitly uprooted. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the case of a Paschal lamb that was 
slaughtered outside the Temple during the rest of the year, and not for its 
own sake. Rav Ashi taught: He is liable, as we stated. Rav Yirmeya of 
Difti taught: He is exempt. Rav Yirmeya held that a Paschal lamb during 
the rest of the days of the year requires uprooting of its previous 
designation, and uprooting an offering’s designation outside the 
Temple is not called uprooting. And this halakha disagrees with the 
statement of Rav Hilkiya bar Tovi, who held that uprooting an offering’s 
designation outside the Temple is considered an effective uprooting of 
that designation. 


§ The Master said: If he slaughtered the two Yom Kippur goats outside 
the Temple after he drew lots to determine which of them is to be sacri- 
ficed to God and which is sent to Azazel, he is liable for slaughtering the 
one designated for God, and exempt for the one designated to be sent to 
Azazel. 


The Sages taught in a baraita based upon the verses: “Any man of the 
house of Israel who shall slaughter a bull, or a lamb, or a goat in the 
camp, or who slaughters it outside the camp, and has not brought it to 
the entrance to the Tent of Meeting to present it as an offering to the 
Lord before the tabernacle of the Lord, blood shall be imputed to that 
man; he has shed blood; and that man shall be cut off from among his 
people” (Leviticus 17:3-4). 
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If it would have mentioned just the word offering, I would derive 
that one is liable even for slaughtering animals consecrated for 
Temple maintenance" outside the Temple, which are also called 
offering, as itis stated: “And we have brought the Lord’s offering, 
what every man has found: Articles of gold, armlets, and bracelets, 
rings, earrings, and pendants” (Numbers 31:50). Therefore, the 
verse states: “And has not brought it to the entrance to the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:4), to teach that with regard to any animal 
fit to be sacrificed within the entrance to the Tent of Meeting or 
the Temple, one is liable for slaughtering it outside the Temple. 
Conversely, with regard to any animal that is not fit to be sacrificed 
within the entrance to the Tent of Meeting, one is not liable for 
slaughtering it outside the Temple. 


Furthermore: I might exclude these animals consecrated for Tem- 
ple maintenance, which are not fit to be sacrificed within the en- 
trance to the Tent of Meeting because they are blemished, and I 
will not exclude the heifer of a purification offering’ and the 
scapegoat," which are fit to come to the entrance to the Tent of 
Meeting. Therefore, the verse states “to the Lord” to indicate that 
one is liable only for those animals that are designated exclusively 
for God as offerings. These, the heifer of a purification offering and 
the scapegoat, are excluded, as they are not designated exclu- 
sively for God as sacrificial offerings but are used for some other 
purpose. 


The Gemara asks about this halakhic midrash: Does the expression 
“to the Lord” come to exclude? The Gemara raises a contradiction 
based upon the verse: “When a bull, or a lambs, or a goat, is born it 
shall be seven days under its mother; but from the eighth day on it 
may be accepted as an offering by fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 
22:27). An offering by fire to the Lord: These are offerings by fire, 
which are sacrificed on the altar and which may not be sacrificed 
before their proper time. 


From where do we derive that he may not consecrate an animal 
when it is lacking time," i.e., before the eighth day? The verse states: 
An offering, which indicates that it should not be designated as an 
offering before the eighth day. The expression: To the Lord comes 
to include the scapegoat, which is also brought for the sake of God. 
In other words, the expression: To the Lord, not only does not ex- 
clude the scapegoat from the category of offerings, but specifically 
includes it in this category. 


Rava said that this can be resolved as follows: There the expression 
is understood in the context of the verse and here it is understood 
in the context of the verse. There, with regard to consecrated ani- 
mals slaughtered outside the Temple, where the phrase: To the 
entrance, in that same verse comes to include other offerings, the 
phrase: To the Lord necessarily comes to exclude. Conversely, here, 
with regard to consecrating animals before the proper time, where 
the phrase: Offering by fire comes to exclude, the phrase: To the 
Lord comes to include. 


Once the contradiction has been reconciled, the Gemara chal- 
lenges the reasoning of the argument. The reason the scapegoat may 
not be consecrated before it is eight days old is because the Merci- 
ful One specifically included it among the other offerings. But had 
it not included it I would have said: The scapegoat may be conse- 
crated even when it is lacking time. However, this is difficult: Isn’t 
it true that the lottery establishes as the goat that is sacrificed to 
God, only one that is fit to be sacrificed to God? Since it is not 
known in advance which goat will be designated for this purpose, 
both goats must be eight days old and thereby fit to be sacrificed to 
God. 


NOTES 


Items consecrated for Temple maintenance - paw? 
ma: There is a distinction between animals consecrated 
as sacrificial offerings and items donated to the Temple for 
other purposes. Items in the latter category are considered 
consecrated for Temple maintenance, and they are used, 
or sold for money which is used to repair the Temple, to 
replace its utensils, or to beautify the structure. Anything 
of worth can be consecrated for Temple maintenance. 
However, animals that are fit for use as offerings may only 
be consecrated as offerings. 


And | will not exclude the heifer of a purification 
offering — NNBN NID NVI xr: Rashi accepts a version of 
the text that does not make reference to the heifer of the 
purification offering, as it is not a sacrificial offering and is 
not brought into the Tent of Meeting. However, Rabbeinu 
Hananel does include the heifer of a purification offering 
in his version of the text. In his view, animals unfit for the 
entrance to the Tent of Meeting include only non-kosher 
animals that may never be brought as sacrificial offerings. 
Therefore, a Scriptural derivation is needed to exclude the 
heifer of a purification offering. 


HALAKHA 
The heifer of a purification offering and the scapegoat - 
nbnwan yyw mewn ms: If one burns the heifer of the 
purification offering outside of the proper location, or if 
one slaughtered the scapegoat outside the Temple after 
the High Priest confessed over it, one is exempt from 
liability. The reason for this is that these animals are not 
brought into the Tent of Meeting (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:7). 


Consecrating an animal that is lacking time - nwpn 
pat wma: Consecrating an animal that is not yet eight 
days old is comparable to consecrating a blemished 
animal. Although it is prohibited to do so, one does not 
receive lashings for it (see Mishne LaMelekh; Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’ah 3:10). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Hanan the Egyptian — »wwrat jan: There were at least two 
Sages who had this name. The first was an important judge 
in Jerusalem during the era of the Second Temple, and the 
second was a leading student in the yeshiva of Yavne after 
its destruction. Although they were great Torah scholars, 
these personalities did not receive the title Rabbi either 
because they were young, or for some other reason. 


NOTES 


A case where the scapegoat became blemished — }i33 
amne: The goat became blemished after the lottery. If it 
had had a blemish prior to the lottery it would not have 
been used at all, since both goats have to be fit for use as 
a sacrificial offering. However, because the goat sent to 
Azazel is not actually an offering, one might have thought 
that a blemish that develops after the lottery is insignificant 
(Siah Yitzhak). 


From where do you say that the scapegoat is disquali- 
fied by a blemish - sai ma pat eH KIM: Tosafot 
Yeshanim and other commentaries express surprise at this 
question, considering that Ravina himself explains that the 
case of a scapegoat lacking time is one where the origina 
scapegoat became blemished and was therefore redeemed 
for another. Clearly, this posits that a blemished scapegoa 
is disqualified. Why is an additional source needed to make 
this point? Tosafot Yeshanim answer that without this proof 
we would have interpreted the verse with regard to the 
goat lacking time in a different way. The author of Siah 
Yitzhak explains that the Gemara seeks a proof that no 
only is a blemished animal disqualified, but one would 
be flogged for consecrating a blemished animal as the 
scapegoat. It is explained in Neum Yehuda that the source 
is necessary to disqualify the goat even if the blemish is 
temporary. 


HALAKHA 
Disqualifying factors for the scapegoat - yyw orbs 
nbnwnan: A blemish disqualifies the scapegoat, even ifthe 
blemish is merely temporary. Similarly, a goat that is not 
yet eight days old is not valid for use as the scapegoat 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:17). 


Prohibitions concerning blemished animals - woy 
onw: One who slaughters a blemished animal as an 
offering is liable to be flogged. Similarly, one who sprinkles 
its blood and burns its sacrificial parts on the altar is flogged 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 1:4). 
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Rav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? 
It is the opinion of Hanan the Egyptian,’ as it was taught in a 
baraita that Hanan the Egyptian says: Even if the goat sacrificed 
to God has already been slaughtered and its blood has been col- 
lected in the cup, if the scapegoat dies, he brings another goat as 
a counterpart and pairs it with the goat that has already been 
slaughtered. Since in this case the priest need not draw new lots 
and the second goat is immediately designated to be sent to Aza- 
zel, it was necessary to teach that this goat must not be lacking 
time. 


The Gemara presents a challenge with regard to this answer. Say 
that you heard Hanan the Egyptian say that he does not hold 
that if the scapegoat dies, the blood of the other goat is rejected. 
Did you also hear him say that he does not require a new lottery 
for the second goat? Perhaps he meant that one brings two new 
goats and draws lots, and whichever is designated to be sent to 
Azazel is the counterpart to the goat that was already slaughtered. 


The Gemara presents another explanation of why it was necessary 
for the Torah to indicate that the scapegoat must not be lacking 
time. Rather, Rav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion 
is this? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as 
it was taught in a baraita: If one of the goats dies, he brings an- 
other goat in its place without a lottery; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Shimon. Therefore, if the scapegoat would die, another 
goat would be designated as the scapegoat without a lottery, and 
it was necessary for the Torah to indicate that this goat had to be 
eight days old. 


Ravina said that it is possible to answer according to all opinions. 
The derivation was necessary in a case where the scapegoat be- 
came blemished™ after the lottery and they redeemed it with 
another. In that situation, all agree that the new scapegoat does 
not need to be designated through a lottery, because the status of 
the original scapegoat was transferred to its replacement. 


The Gemara asks: From where do you say that the scapegoat is 
disqualified by a blemish?’ A blemish disqualifies only a sacri- 
ficial offering, and the scapegoat is not a sacrificial offering. The 
Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita based upon the 
verse: “Blind, or broken, or maimed, or having a growth, or scur- 
vy, or scabbed, you shall not offer these to the Lord, nor make an 
offering by fire of them upon the altar to the Lord” (Leviticus 
22:22). The phrase: Nor make an offering by fire of them; these 
are the fats of blemished animals, which may not be sacrificed on 
the altar. 


I have only derived that it is prohibited to sacrifice all the fats of 
a blemished animal; from where do I derive that it is prohibited 
to sacrifice some of them? The verse states “of them,” which in- 
dicates that the prohibition applies even to some of them. “The 
altar”; this is referring to the prohibition against sprinkling the 
blood of blemished animals." The phrase “to the Lord” comes to 
include the scapegoat, which is also disqualified by a blemish. 


The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to write that a blem- 
ished scapegoat is disqualified and it is necessary to write that a 

scapegoat may not be lacking time. Since if the Merciful One 

had written only that a scapegoat is disqualified if it is lacking 

time, one might have said that this is because its time has not yet 
come and therefore it is unable to become consecrated. However, 
with regard to a blemished animal whose time has already 
arrived, say that it is not disqualified. And conversely, if the 

Merciful One had written only that a blemished scapegoat is 

disqualified, one might have said that this is because it is consid- 
ered abhorrent to sacrifice a blemished animal as an offering. 
However, with regard to a goat that is lacking time, which is not 

abhorrent, say that it is not disqualified. It is therefore necessary 
for the Torah to include the scapegoat in both disqualifications. 
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The Gemara presents another explanation as to why a verse is need- 
ed to indicate that the scapegoat may not be lacking time. Rava said: 
It is referring to a case where the one who sold the two goats had a 

critically ill person" in his household, and he slaughtered the 

mother of the scapegoat in order to save the ill persons life on Yom 

Kippur. Although the scapegoat is more than eight days old, it is 

considered lacking time because it is prohibited to slaughter a 

mother animal and its offspring on the same day. 


The Gemara asks: Is it prohibited in a case like this? The Merciful 
One stated in the Torah: “And whether it be a cow or ewe, you shall 
not slaughter it and its young” on one day” (Leviticus 22:28), and 
this act of pushing the scapegoat off the cliffis not a ritual slaughter. 
Consequently, the prohibition against slaughtering a mother animal 
and its offspring should not apply. The Gemara answers: They say 
in the West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, that pushing it off the cliff, which is 
the manner in which the scapegoat is supposed to be killed, is 
considered its slaughter.’ 


§ It was taught in the mishna that if one of the goats dies after the 
lottery, a second pair of goats is sought and new lots are drawn. 
After that lottery, the priest utters a stipulation: If the one to be 
sacrificed to God died, that goat upon which the lot for God was 
drawn shall stand in its stead; and if the one to be sent to Azazel 
died, that goat upon which the lot for Azazel was drawn shall stand 
in its stead. The second, superfluous goat should graze until it be- 
comes blemished, at which point it will be sold and the money 
received in its sale will go to the purchase of a public gift-offering. 
The Gemara discusses which goat is set to pasture: The one that 
remains from the first lottery or the one that remains from the 
second lottery? 


Rav said: If the goat to be sent to Azazel died, he should sacrifice 
the second goat of the first pair to God," and the second goat 
of the second pair should graze until it becomes unfit. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: The second goat of the first pair is the one that 
should graze, whereas he should sacrifice the second goat of the 
second pair. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? 
The Gemara explains: Rav holds that animals are not rejected." 
An animal that was consecrated as an offering but later became 
unfit for sacrifice is not considered disqualified forever. Therefore, 
although the remaining goat was not eligible to be sacrificed when 
its counterpart died, once another goat has been paired with it fol- 
lowing a new lottery, it is no longer rejected and should be sacrificed. 
And Rabbi Yohanan holds that animals are rejected. Therefore, 
once the remaining goat from the first pair became disqualified, it 
remains disqualified forever. 


He should sacrifice the second goat of the first pair to God - 
AYP ww maw rw: If one of the goats dies after the lottery, 
the High Priest brings another pair of goats and draws new 
lots. If the goat designated to be sacrificed to God had died, 
the High Priest declares: That goat upon which the lot for 
God was drawn, shall stand in its stead. If the one to be sent 
to Azazel died, he declares: That goat upon which the lot for 
Azazel was drawn shall stand in its stead. He then sacrifices 
the remaining goat from the first lottery, while the one which 
received the same designation from the second lottery grazes 
until it becomes blemished. It is then sold and the proceeds 


are used to purchase a gift-offering. The Rambam rules in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav, as he generally accepts 
Rav's opinion with regard to rejection (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:15 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Animals are not rejected — pra jx DN bya: Animals that 
are disqualified are not totally rejected. When the cause of 
their initial disqualification is removed, they become accept- 
able for sacrifice. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:1 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


A case where the one who sold the two goats had a critically 
ill person - ain b mW paa: Although the halakha would 
be the same if one slaughtered the mother goat in violation 
of Yom Kippur, the Gemara preferred the explanation that one 
slaughtered it in a permitted manner (Ritva). 


You shall not slaughter it and its young - x ia nx) inix 
yomwn: The Torah prohibits the slaughter of a mother animal 
and its young, whether male or female, on the same day. Some 
authorities hold that the prohibition includes the father of the 
young animal when the paternity is known. Since the verse 
states that the animals may not be slaughtered on the same 
day, the Sages debated whether the prohibition applies when 
one of the animals is killed through a method other than ritual 
slaughter. 


Pushing it off the cliff is considered its slaughter — inn 
inoonw wT it pix: Tosafot hold that the term slaughter used 
in the Torah does not limit this halakha to ritual slaughter. In- 
cluded in this category is any method of killing an animal that is 
prescribed by the Torah for a particular circumstance. The Ritva 
explains that there was an oral tradition which clarified that 
pushing the scapegoat off the cliff is regarded as slaughtering. 


Pushing the scapegoat off the cliff 
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An animal with a temporary blemish - 7a\y 012 bya: The 
blemishes that disqualify an animal for sacrifice are listed 
in the Torah (Leviticus, chapter 22) and are explained in the 
Talmud in tractate Bekhorot. Some blemishes are permanent, 
and they permanently disqualify the animal from being 
used as a sacrificial offering. Other blemishes are tempo- 
rary; in these cases, the animal may not be sacrificed while 
the blemish is present, but it may be sacrificed once it has 
healed. For this reason, an animal with a temporary blemish 
can be consecrated as an offering, whereas an animal with 
a permanent blemish cannot. 


Mixtures of sacrificial limbs — niais: Rashi explains that 
Rav relies on the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. However, other 
commentaries note that it is difficult to say that Rav relies 
on the ruling of a single Sage against the opinion of the 
majority of the Sages. Furthermore, it would seem unnec- 
essary for the Gemara to have cited the opinion of the Rab- 
bis. Therefore, they explain that the dispute between Rabbi 
Eliezer and the Rabbis is with regard to bringing limbs onto 
he altar, but both sides agree that limbs that have already 
been brought onto the altar are not removed. This is because 
once the limbs have become mixed together, even if a limb 
rom a disqualified animal would be sacrificed on the altar, 
only a rabbinic prohibition would be violated; according 
o Torah law, however, it is permitted to sacrifice them on 
he altar. According to this interpretation, Rav's opinion is 
in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and the 
Rabbis (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


Limbs that became mixed — 11w O12: Limbs of blem- 
ished animals which became mixed with limbs of valid offer- 
ings are not nullified even if they are outnumbered a thou- 
sand to one. Even if all the limbs have been sacrificed on the 
altar except for one, whatever has not yet been brought must 
be burned in the location where disqualified offerings are 
burned. This is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:21). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rav? The 
Gemara answers: He derives it from the halakha applicable to an 
animal that is lacking time. In the case of an animal that is lacking 
time, is it not true that although it is unfit now, when it again 
becomes fit, it seems well, i.e., it may be sacrificed as an offering? 
Here, too, it is no different. The Gemara rejects this answer: Is it 
comparable? There, when the animal is lacking time, it was never 
fit to be sacrificed. Here, the animal was fit as an offering and later 
became unfit and was therefore rejected. Perhaps in this case it is 
permanently disqualified. 


Rather, the Gemara retracts the first explanation and says that this 
is the reasoning of Rav: He derives it from the case of an animal 
with a temporary blemish." The animal is disqualified as an offer- 
ing as long as the blemish remains, but is eligible for sacrifice once 
the blemish has healed. In the case of an animal with atemporary 
blemish, is it not true that although it is unfit now, when it again 
becomes fit, it seems well, i.e., it may be sacrificed as an offering? 
Here too, it is no different. 


The Gemara asks: There, in the case of an animal with a temporary 
blemish, from where do we derive this halakha? As it is written: 


“Because their corruption is in them, there is a blemish in them; 


they shall not be accepted for you” (Leviticus 22:25), which teach- 
es us: It is when the blemish is in them that they shall not be 
accepted; but if their blemish passes, they shall be accepted. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yohanan respond to this 
proof? The Merciful One limited this halakha by using the term: 
In them, which indicates that it is they, animals with temporary 
blemishes, that are accepted when their blemishes pass, but with 
regard to all other animals that become disqualified, once they are 
rejected they remain rejected. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rav answer Rabbi Yohanan? That 
term: In them, should be understood as follows: It is on their own 
that they are not accepted; but in mixtures" with animals that 
are fit to be sacrificed, animals that have a temporary blemish are 
accepted. 


As we learned in a mishna: If limbs from unblemished burnt- 
offerings became mixed with limbs from blemished burnt- 
offerings, which are disqualified, Rabbi Eliezer says: If the head 

of one of them is sacrificed on the altar before they knew of the 

blemish, they should sacrifice all the heads, as it is assumed that 
the head of the disqualified animal was the one already sacrificed 

on the altar. Similarly, if the legs of one of them were sacrificed, 
they should sacrifice all the legs. And the Rabbis say: Even if all 

of them were sacrificed except for one, that one should be taken 

out to the place designated for burning disqualified offerings, as 

it is not assumed that the limbs of the disqualified animal have al- 
ready been brought." 


The Gemara asks: And how does the other Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, 
derive the halakha that the limbs are acceptable if they are in a 
mixture? The Gemara answers: He derives it from the Torah’s 
choice of terminology: It could have written: “In them,” as bam, 
but instead it used the term bahem, with the extra letter heh, and 
therefore an extra halakha can be derived from this word. The 
Gemara comments: And the other Sage, Rav, does not expound 
the difference in terminology between the words bam and bahem, 


as he does not consider the distinction significant enough to teach 
a halakha. 


The Gemara asks: According to Rav, although living beings are 
not permanently rejected, that only explains why the remaining 
goat of the first pair is acceptable for sacrifice, but why must it be 
the one to be sacrificed? Ifhe wants this one from the first pair he 
should sacrifice it, and if he wants that one from the second pair, 
he should sacrifice that. 
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Rava said: Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yosei, who said: The mitzva should be fulfilled with the goat 
from the first pair. The Gemara asks: Which statement of Rabbi 

Yosei indicates that this is his opinion? If we say it is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the containers, as we 

learned in a mishna: There were three containers, each of which 

held three se‘a, with which they collected coins from the cham- 
ber. And the letters alef, beit, and gimmel were written on them. 
And it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: Why were 

alef, beit, and gimmel written on them? In order to know which 

of them was collected from the chamber first, in order to bring 

an offering from it first, as the mitzva is performed with the first 

one. 


That statement of Rabbi Yosei cannot serve as the source for Rav’s 
opinion. Perhaps it is different there, in the case of the contain- 
ers, because at the time when the first container of coins was fit 
for use, the containers used later were not yet fit for use. There- 
fore, it cannot serve as a precedent with regard to a case in which 
both became fit for use at the same time. In the case of the Yom 
Kippur goats, none of the goats are actually fit for sacrifice until 
the point in the Temple service when they are supposed to be 
sacrificed. By that time, lots have already been drawn for the 
second pair of goats. 


Rather, the source of Rav’s opinion is the statement of Rabbi 
Yosei with regard to the Paschal lamb. As we learned in a 
baraita: With regard to one who separated an animal as his 
Paschal lamb and it became lost, and he separated another 
in its stead, and afterward, but before midday on the eve of 
Passover, the first one is found, and they are both standing 
before him, the owner may bring whichever of them he wishes. 
This is the statement of the Rabbis. Rabbi Yosei says: The 
mitzva should be performed with the first one. 


And if the second one was superior to it, he brings that one. 
This demonstrates that according to Rabbi Yosei, when the two 
animals become fit for sacrifice at the same time, preference 
should be given to the first one unless the second one is superior. 


Rava said: The language of the mishna is precise in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav, and the language of the baraita is pre- 
cise in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. The 
Gemara explains: The language of the mishna is precise in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Ray, as it teaches: If the one to be 
sacrificed to God died, that goat upon which the lot for God 
was drawn shall stand in its stead. And the other goat stands as 
it stood before, i.e., its status does not change, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav. 


The language of the baraita is precise in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as it teaches: When the mishna says 
that the second goat is left to graze, I do not know whether it is 
referring to the second goat of the first pair, or the second goat 
of the second pair. When the verse states: “It shall be stood 
alive before the Lord, to make atonement over him, to send him 
away to Azazel into the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:10), it is not 
referring to the goat whose counterpart died. The Gemara asks: 
From where may it be inferred, i.e., how does the verse indicate 
this point? The Gemara answers that it states: “It shall be stood 
alive,’ in the future tense, indicating that it is not referring to the 
one that already stood" with its counterpart that died. 


NOTES 

It shall be stood alive is not referring to the one that 
already stood — tay 323W x) * Way: Rashi explains that 
this indicates that the goat shall be stood before the Lord 
once and not twice. However, others explain that the deriva- 
tion is that the scapegoat is stood before God after the other 
goat has been designated to be sacrificed to God, which was 
mentioned in the previous verse (Rashash). 
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NOTES 

| stated my opinion in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis — j2377 Kyb KVAN !3: Rashi explains, par- 
ticularly based on the expression: And furthermore, that 
Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the Rabbis with regard to 
two points: With regard to the goat chosen for the offering, 
as well as what is done with the goat that is not sacrificed. 
Some commentators suggest that Rabbi Yehuda himself 
was unclear whether the Rabbis disagree with regard to 
both points (Ritva). 


Perek VI 
Daf65 Amuda 


NOTES 


One who designates two sin-offerings as a guarantee — 
mans nixen nw wan: The early commentaries 
ask how this is possible: One cannot designate two sin- 
offerings for the same transgression, and there is a prin- 
ciple that whenever two things cannot be done one after 
the other, they also cannot be done simultaneously. The 
solution here is to say that if two are designated as a guar- 
antee, it is not considered as dedicating two sin-offerings 
together (Josafot Yeshanim). 


HALAKHA 


One who designates two sin-offerings as a guarantee — 
mys) nixen mw wan: One who designates two 
sin-offerings as a guarantee gains atonement through 
whichever animal he wishes, and the second grazes until 
it becomes unfit. It is then sold and the money is used 
to purchase a gift-offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:5). 
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We learned in the mishna: And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: 
If the blood of the goat sacrificed to God spilled before it was 
sprinkled, the scapegoat is left to die. Similarly, if the scapegoat 
dies, the blood of the goat sacrificed to God should be spilled, and 
two other goats are brought and lots are drawn. Granted, according 
to Rabbi Yohanan, who said that animals that become disqualified 
are permanently rejected, even after the source of their initial dis- 
qualification is no longer present, due to that reason the scapegoat 
is left to die. However, according to Rav, who said that animals 
are not permanently rejected, why is the scapegoat left to die? 


Rav could have said to you: I did not state my opinion in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. I stated my opinion in 

accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis." Rabbi Yehuda holds 

that disqualified animals are permanently rejected and communal 

sin-offerings may be left to die. The Rabbis disagree with both issues 

and hold that disqualified animals are not permanently disqualified, 
and communal sin-offerings that are disqualified are not left to die, 
but rather graze until they develop a blemish, and then are sold. Rav, 
who holds that the remaining goat from the first pair is sacrificed, 
states his opinion in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, i.e., 
that disqualified animals are not permanently rejected. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the opinion of Rav, 
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree with regard to whether 
disqualified animals are permanently rejected. However, according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who holds that even according 
to the Rabbis the remaining goat of the first pair is left to graze, with 
regard to what principle do Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree? 
Rava said: Didn’t we say that the language of the mishna is precise 

in accordance with the opinion of Ray, and it is difficult to explain 

the mishna’s language in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yohanan? 


We learned in the mishna that a communal sin-offering is not left 

to die. This indicates that the sin-offering of an individual in a case 

like this is left to die. Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi 

Yohanan, who holds that the remaining goat from the first pair is 

left to graze until it develops a blemish, it can be explained that the 

sin-offering of an individual in a comparable case is killed, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion that Rabbi Abba said that Rav said. As 

Rabbi Abba said that Rav said: 


Everyone concedes that if the animal one designated as a sin- 
offering became lost, and he designated another animal in its stead 
and then found the first animal, if he gained atonement through 
the one that was not lost, i.e., the second one, the one that was lost 
is left to die. 


However, according to the opinion of Rav, who rules that the re- 
maining goat from the first pair is the one that is sacrificed, that goat 
was never disqualified, and the extra goat from the second pair was 

designated to serve the same purpose as the remaining goat. This is 

like one who designates two sin-offerings as a guarantee,“ so that 
if he loses one of them he will still be able to bring the other one. 
And Rabbi Oshaya said that all agree that if one separated two 

sin-offerings as a guarantee, he gains atonement through one of 
them, and the second is left to graze until it becomes unfit. Con- 
sequently, even the sin-offering of an individual is not left to die in 

this case. 
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The Gemara answers: Since Rava said that Rav holds in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said that the 
mitzva should be performed with the first animal, when one 
designates the second animal, it is considered from the begin- 
ning to be comparable to an offering separated in order to be 
lost. In that case, if it is the sin-offering of an individual, the 
second animal is left to die. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: It should 
be left to die. Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, who said that the second goat of the first pair should 
be left to graze, according to Rabbi Yehuda, who said it should 
be left to die, he nonetheless gains atonement with the second 
goat of the second pair. 


However, according to Rav, who said that the second goat of 
the second pair should be left to graze, and according to Rab- 
bi Yehuda it should be left to die, then according to Rabbi 
Yehuda he cannot sacrifice either of the two goats: The first goat 
may not be sacrificed because Rabbi Yehuda holds that dis- 
qualified animals are permanently rejected, and the second goat 
must be left to die. With which goat will he gain atonement? 
The Gemara answers: Do you maintain that Rabbi Yehuda was 
referring to the second goat of the second pair when he said 
it should be left to die? Rabbi Yehuda was referring to the 
second goat of the first pair. The second goat of the second pair 
is sacrificed. 


There are those who raised this objection from the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna. And furthermore, Rabbi Ye- 
huda said: If the blood of the goat sacrificed to God spilled 
before it was sprinkled, the scapegoat is left to die. Similarly, if 
the scapegoat dies, the blood of the goat sacrificed to God 
should be spilled, and two other goats are brought and lots are 
drawn. 


Granted, according to Rav, in the first clause of the mishna 
they disagree with regard to a communal sin-offering. Accord- 
ing to the Rabbis the second animal is left to graze, whereas ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yehuda it is left to die. And in the latter clause 
they disagree with regard to whether animals that become 
disqualified as offerings are permanently rejected. According to 
the Rabbis they are not rejected and therefore the first goat is 
sacrificed, whereas Rabbi Yehuda holds that they are rejected 
and therefore the first goat is left to die and the second goat is 
sacrificed. However, according to Rabbi Yohanan, what does 
the term: And furthermore, in the mishna indicate? Even the 
Rabbis agree that the remaining goat from the first pair is perma- 
nently disqualified. The Gemara comments that indeed, this is 
difficult." 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda 
said: If the blood of the goat sacrificed to God spilled before it 
was sprinkled, the scapegoat should be left to die. Similarly, if 
the scapegoat dies, the blood of the goat sacrificed to God should 
be spilled. The Gemara asks: Granted, if the blood of the goat 
sacrificed to God spilled, the scapegoat should be left to die, as 
the mitzva of the blood has not yet been performed, as it was 
not sprinkled in the prescribed manner. 


However, if the scapegoat dies, why should the blood of the 
goat sacrificed to God be spilled? The mitzva of the scapegoat 
has already been performed. The only essential detail with re- 
gard to the scapegoat is the lottery, which has already been per- 
formed by the priest. Sending it to Azazel and pushing it off a 
cliff are carried out by an appointed person and while they are 
prescribed ab initio, they are not indispensable. After the fact, if 
the goat dies in some other way, the obligation has been fulfilled. 


NOTES 
This is difficult — x»: Commentaries have noted that this 
is only a difficulty according to the way that the mishna was 
interpreted in accordance with the opinion of Rav. It is also 
possible to explain the mishna differently, although it would 
still not indicate that Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion is correct (see 
Kashot Meyushav). 
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NOTES 


If the funds were already collected — mana may Ox: When 
funds were taken from the chamber, they were considered to 
have been taken from among all the coins that were donated 
for this purpose, including those that had not yet arrived at 
the Temple. The principle at work here is that the Temple 
acquires not only what is on hand but also the money that 
has not yet been received, because wherever it may be, it is 
in God's possession. 


The messengers take an oath to the treasurers of the Temple - 
mab pyawa: Although oaths are not generally taken with 
regard to consecrated property, it was decreed that in this 
instance the messenger does take an oath. This was in order 
to ensure that people would not treat consecrated property 
lightly by not guarding it properly. 
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The Sages of the house of Rabbi Yannai said that the verse 
states: “But the goat, on which the lot fell for Azazel, shall be stood 
alive before the Lord, to make atonement over him, to send him 
away to Azazel into the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:10). Until when 


must the scapegoat be alive? Until the blood of its counterpart is 
sprinkled, and if it dies before, the blood is disqualified. 


We learned in a mishna there (Shekalim 2:1): If residents of a city 
sent their shekels to the Temple with a messenger, and the shekels 
were stolen or were lost along the way;" if the funds were already 
collected," i.e., the coins for the new year’s offerings were taken 
from the chamber before the money was stolen, the messengers 
take an oath to the treasurers of the Temple" that they did not 
unlawfully use the shekels, but that they were taken unbeknownst 
to them or by force. This is because once the necessary coins have 
been removed, all other coins that have been dedicated for this 
purpose are considered Temple property wherever they are, and 
their subsequent theft does not change that status. If the messengers 
take this oath, they are exempt from monetary liability. 


And if the funds were not yet collected when these coins were 
stolen, the coins are still considered the property of those who 
dedicated them to the Temple, and therefore the messengers take 
an oath to the residents of the city, and the residents of the city 
donate other shekels to the Temple in their stead. 


Ifthe shekels that were lost are found or the thieves returned them, 
both these and those are shekels, i.e., they remain sanctified, but 
they do not count toward the amount due the following year. The 
next year the members of that city must donate new shekels; they 
have not fulfilled the second year’s obligation by having given twice 
the previous year. Rabbi Yehuda says: They do count toward the 
following year. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda? Rava said: Rabbi Yehuda holds that the obligations of 
this year are also brought the following year, and therefore it is 
possible to fulfill one’s obligation for the next year by using the 
shekels of this year. 


Abaye raised an objection to this explanation. It was taught that if 
the bull and goat of Yom Kippur were lost and one designated 
others in their stead, and similarly if the goats which atone for a 
communal transgression of idol worship by instruction of the court 
were lost and he designated others in their stead, and the original 
animals were found, all the original animals should be left to die, 
and cannot be sacrificed at a later time. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Shimon say: They should 
be left to graze until they become unfit. Then they are sold, and 
the money received in their sale will go to the purchase of a public 
gift-offering, as a communal sin-offering is not left to die. Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda, if the obligations of this year may be brought 
the following year, the bull and goat of Yom Kippur that were lost 
should be sacrificed the following year, and not left to die. Rava said 
to him: 


HALAKHA 


If residents of a city sent their shekels to the Temple and 
they were lost — 112%) oopw inbww Yyy va: If residents 
of a city sent their shekels to Jerusalem and the money 
was stolen or lost along the way, the halakha is as follows: 
If the messenger was not paid, he swears that he was not 


negligent with the money and is free from liability, in accor- 


dance with the halakhot of an unpaid guardian. The residents 
of the city must then donate their shekels a second time. If the 
first shekels are then found, both collections are considered 
consecrated. The second collection cannot count toward the 
following year. Instead, the first set of shekels goes toward the 


collection of the current year and the second set is included 
with the leftover shekels of the previous year. 

If the messenger was paid, he is liable to pay if the coins 
were stolen or lost. However, if they were stolen by armed 
robbers, the messenger must swear to this effect, and he is 
exempt. In this case, if the shekels were stolen after the funds 
were already collected from the chamber, the residents of 
the city are exempt. However, if the money was stolen be- 
fore the contributions were removed from the chamber, they 
must donate shekels again (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 3:8-9). 
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You speak of communal offerings? Communal offerings are dif- 
ferent, in accordance with what Rabbi Tavi said in the name of 
Rabbi Yoshiya. As Rabbi Tavi said that Rabbi Yoshiya said that 
the verse states: “This is the burnt-offering for every New Moon 
upon its renewal" throughout the months of the year” (Numbers 
28:14). The Torah said: Renew and bring Me an offering from the 
new contribution." This indicates that communal offerings must 
be brought from the donations of the current year and not from the 
donations of the previous year." 


The Gemara challenges this solution: This works out well with re- 
gard to the Yom Kippur goat, which is a communal offering and is 
purchased with money from the Temple treasury. However, with 
regard to the High Priest’s bull which he pays for himself and which 
is considered an individual offering, what is there to say? The Ge- 
mara answers: There is a rabbinic decree with regard to the bull due 
to the goat. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: Is it right that due to a rabbinic 
decree the offerings should be left to die" instead of being left to 
graze? And furthermore, this statement that Rabbi Tavi said in 
the name of Rabbi Yoshiya is itself a mitzva ab initio, but is not 
indispensable. As Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard 
to communal offerings that are brought on the first of Nisan, it 
is a mitzva to bring them from the new year’s shekel contributions. 
However, if he brought them from the old shekels that were do- 
nated during the previous year he has fulfilled his obligation, but 
he lacked the mitzva, i.e., he did not perform the procedure in the 
proper manner. It is difficult to argue that due to this inessential 
detail the Sages would issue a decree that the High Priest’s bull 
should be left to die. 


Rather, Rabbi Zeira said that the reason the bull and goat of Yom 
Kippur are left to die is because the lottery does not establish 
designations from one year to another. Therefore, a goat desig- 
nated by the lottery one year is not eligible for use the next year. 
The Gemara challenges this explanation: But let us bring this goat 
and another one and draw lots again. The Gemara responds: It is a 
rabbinic decree that was enacted lest people say that the lottery 
establishes designations from one year to another. 


The Gemara challenges: This works out well with regard to the goat, 
but with respect to the bull of the High Priest, which is not chosen 
by lottery, what is there to say? The Gemara answers: There is a 
rabbinic decree with regard to the bull due to the goat. The Gemara 
challenges further: Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the of- 
ferings should be left to die instead of being left to graze? Therefore, 
this answer should be rejected. 


The Rabbis stated another solution before Abaye: It is a rabbinic 
decree, due to a concern that the bull will become a sin-offering 
whose owners have died, since the High Priest might die during 
the year. The Gemara responds: This works out well with regard to 
the bull, but as for the goat, which is a communal offering, what is 
there to say? The Gemara answers: There is a rabbinic decree with 
regard to the goat due to the bull. 


The Gemara asks: Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the offer- 
ings should be left to die instead of being left to graze? Rather, it is 
a rabbinic decree due to a concern that the goat will become a 
sin-offering whose year has passed. A goat may not be brought 
as a sin-offering once it is more than a year old, and there is a con- 
cern that the goat will be too old by the Yom Kippur of the following 
year. The Gemara expresses surprise: Is this a rabbinic decree? It 
is certainly a sin-offering whose year has passed, as the goat will 
certainly be more than a year old by the following Yom Kippur. 


NOTES 


This is the burnt-offering for every New Moon upon 
its renewal - iwana win nbiy NN: This verse indicates 
that the burnt-offering of a particular New Moon must be 
purchased with the shekels donated in the current year. 
The Gemara elsewhere derives that this is referring to the 
month of Nisan. Therefore, from the month of Nisan on, 
communal offerings may not be purchased with the dona- 
ions of the previous year. 


From the new contribution — win mana: Commentar- 
ies have questioned this explanation: For this very reason, 
he shekels should also not be fit for use the following year. 
The answer is that the extra shekels that had been collected 
were not deposited in the chamber until the following 
year. Therefore, they were a part of the contribution of the 
ollowing year, and offerings of that new year could be 
purchased with them (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the offerings 
should be left to die — anwar mm3 Dwa: There are two 
fundamental issues behind this question. First, causing 
the animals to die involves the destruction of consecrated 
property. In addition, there is a prohibition against causing 
animals undue suffering, which Rava himself holds to be a 
Torah prohibition (Pithei Shearim). 

Each of the Sages in this passage was of the opinion 
that he understood the decree to be more severe than the 
others understood it to be, and therefore his explanation 
was sufficient to explain why the offering should be killed 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


HALAKHA 


Communal offerings from the new contributions — 
MIN manm nayg May: Once the New Moon of the 
month of Nisan arrives, communal offerings are bought 
from the new contributions. If new funds have not yet 
arrived, the shekels from old donations are used (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:11). 
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NOTES = =— 
Redeeming houses in a walled city — Ain wna mba: With 
regard to the halakhot of property and inheritance, the Torah 
(Leviticus, chapter 25) states that it is impossible to permanently 
sell an ancestral field. Even if the original owner does not redeem 
the land after selling it, the field returns to his possession during 
the Jubilee Year. However, there is a different halakha with regard 
to houses of walled cities. One who sells a house within a walled 
city has a year to redeem his house. Otherwise, it becomes the 
permanent property of the buyer. Houses within the walled cities 
of Levites, on the other hand, share the halakhot of ancestral fields. 


A full year — maan mag: Commentaries have questioned why this 
discussion is relevant to other cases. Since the Torah specifically 
mentions the expression “a full year” with regard to the redemp- 
tion of houses in walled cities, perhaps it is only there that one 
requires a full year. In cases where the Torah simply mentions a 
year, perhaps one requires merely a period of twelve months. 
The Ritva answers that in the context of houses of walled cities, 
the previous verse mentions the term “a year.’ Therefore, if the 
year with regard to redeeming houses of walled cities is a full year, 
the same is true of other cases where the Torah mentions a year. 


HALAKHA 
A full year — maan mW: One who sells a house in a walled city 
may redeem it anytime within twelve months from the day he 
sold it. These twelve months are calculated from day to day (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 12:1). 


Perek VI 
Daf66 Amuda 


NOTES 

As though it stands in a cemetery — m33 Ntniy KI xs 
ninap: The Gemara uses this expression rather than simply 
stating that it is left to graze in order to explain Reish Lakish’s 
reasoning. The rejection of the animal due to its age is unlike other 
disqualifications. Generally, an animal is disqualified due to an 
action performed by a person, whereas here the disqualification 
is due to the animal itself. The terminology is intended to reflect 
that distinction (Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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The Gemara responds: This is not difficult, as it is possible 
that the goat will not be disqualified, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As it was taught in a baraita: 
With regard to redeeming houses in a walled city" the Torah 
states: “And ifit not be redeemed within the space ofa full year” 
(Leviticus 25:30)" which indicates that he counts 365 days, in 
accordance with the number of days in a solar year; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: He 
counts twelve months from day to day. Therefore, according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, if the goat was less than 
eleven days old on the first Yom Kippur, it will not be disquali- 
fied on the following Yom Kippur because it will still be less than 
365 days old, as long as the first year was not a leap year. Never- 
theless, it is disqualified by rabbinic decree due to a concern that 
other goats would be used in similar circumstances even if they 
were more than a year old. 


> 


And if the year was extended and made into a leap year, it is 
extended for the benefit of the seller," and according to the 
Sages he has an additional month in which to redeem his house. 
The Gemara asks: This works out well with regard to the goat, 
but with regard to the bull, what is there to say? The bull re- 
mains valid even if it is more than a year old. The Gemara an- 
swers: There is a rabbinic decree with regard to the bull due to 
the goat. 


The Gemara asks: Is it right that due to a rabbinic decree the 

offerings should be left to die instead of being left to graze? And 

furthermore, a sin-offering whose year has passed is not left 
to die but rather goes to graze. As Reish Lakish said: We con- 
sider a sin-offering whose year has passed" as though it stands 

in a cemetery," and the priest cannot take it out in order to 

sacrifice it because he is not permitted to become ritually defiled. 
Therefore, it grazes until it becomes unfit and is then sold. 


Rather, Rava said: The bull and goat of Yom Kippur may not 
be left from one year to the next by rabbinic decree due to a 
concern that a mishap may occur. As it was taught in a baraita: 
One may neither consecrate objects, nor valuate, i.e., take a 
vow to donate one’s value to the Temple treasury, nor dedicate 
items for sacred use at this time," when the Temple no longer 
exists. 


HALAKHA 


It is extended for the benefit of the seller — sind Tav: 
One who sells a house in a walled city during a leap year 
has until the completion of the thirteen-month year to re- 
deem his house (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 12:5). 


A sin-offering whose year has passed - may nxwn 
mina: A sin-offering whose year has passed is left to graze 
until it becomes unfit. It is then sold and the money is used 
to purchase another offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:7). 


Consecrated property nowadays — m7 pata wap: Now- 
adays, when the Temple is no longer standing, one may 
not consecrate items, take valuation vows, or dedicate 
items for sacred use by the priests. If one does consecrate 
an animal, it is locked up and left to die on its own. If ag- 
ricultural produce or garments are consecrated, they are 
left to rot. If money or metal vessels are consecrated, they 
are cast into the sea or they may be redeemed and the 
money destroyed (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
VaHaramim 8:8). 
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And if one did consecrate, valuate, or dedicate items for sacred 

use: If he dedicated an animal it is uprooted, i.e., he arranges for 
it to die quickly. If he dedicated agricultural produce, garments, 
or vessels made from materials that decompose, he should store 

them until they decompose. And if he dedicated money or met- 
al vessels, he should redeem them and transport the value of their 
benefit to the Dead Sea." This baraita indicates that animals that 
cannot be sacrificed at this time must be left to die so that they are 

not used improperly. The Gemara explains: And what constitutes 

uprooting? He locks the door before it, and it dies on its own 

from hunger. 


The Gemara asks: What mishap might occur if the bull and goat 
are left until the next year? Ifyou say it is a mishap of offering the 
animal as a different offering, a similar concern should exist even 
with regard to all animals that have been disqualified for use as 
offerings that one leaves to graze. If itis a mishap of shearing the 
animal’s wool and working the animal, which would constitute 
unlawful use of consecrated property, a similar concern should 
exist even with regard to all animals that have been disqualified 
for use as offerings that are left to graze. Why are these animals in 
particular left to die? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the concern is for a mishap of 
sacrifice. And those other disqualified animals that are left to 
graze, which are not fit for sacrifice, he is not preoccupied with, 
and will not accidentally sacrifice them. This bull and goat, which 
are fit for sacrifice next year, he is preoccupied with them." 
Therefore, there is a greater concern that one may sacrifice them 
as offerings, and they may not be left to graze. 


The Gemara comments: This issue itself, i.e., whether decrees are 
instituted due to a concern about a possible mishap, is a dispute 
between tanna’im. As it was taught in one baraita: A Paschal 
lamb that was not sacrificed on the first Pesah is sold to someone 
who was impure on the first Pesah or who was distant from Jeru- 
salem, so that it may be sacrificed on the second Pesah. If it was 
not sacrificed on the second Pesah, it is sacrificed the following 
year. And it was taught in another baraita: Ifit was not sacrificed 
on the second Pesah, it is not sacrificed the following year. What, 
is it not that they disagree about the question of whether a de- 
cree was issued prohibiting keeping the animal for an entire year 
due to a concern about the possibility of a mishap? 


The Gemara responds: No, these sources do not prove that the 

tanna’im disputed this issue. It is possible that everyone agrees 

that we are not concerned about a mishap, and here they dis- 
agree about the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the 

Rabbis with regard to whether it is possible that the lamb will still 

be fit for sacrifice the following year. And the apparent contradic- 
tion between the baraitot is not difficult. This baraita, which says 

that the lamb is brought the following year, is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. That baraita, which says 

that the lamb may not be sacrificed the following year, is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that by the 

following year, the lamb will certainly be more than a year old and 
will therefore be unfit as a Paschal offering. 


The Gemara challenges this rejection: Wasn’t it taught in a barai- 
ta: And, so too, money that was dedicated for purchasing a Pas- 
chal lamb is subject to dispute about whether it may be kept for 
the following year. In the case of money, the dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the Rabbis is irrelevant. Rather, isn’t 
it correct to conclude from this that they disagree with regard 
to whether a decree is issued due to a concern about a mishap? 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that it is so. 


NOTES 


Transport the value of their benefit to the Dead Sea — p% 
noan o Ty: The money does not need to be taken spe- 
cifically’ to the Dead Sea. It may be deposited in any body of 
water as long as it is irretrievable, so that no one will find it 
and misuse the consecrated property. The Dead Sea is used as 
the classic example of such a body of water since the minerals 
in it cause severe decay. Other items that must be destroyed, 
such as idols, are treated similarly. 


Mineral deposit at the Dead Sea 


He is preoccupied with them — 73 13W: One is also preoc- 
cupied nowadays with consecrated items, as he is constantly 
anticipating the imminent rebuilding of the Temple. Conse- 
quently, there is concern that a mishap will occur with these 
items (Rabbeinu Elyakim). 
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BACKGROUND 


The High Priest places both his hands upon it - Jato) 
voy wy mw: 


High Priest placing his hands on the scapegoat 


HALAKHA 
Confession over the goat — ywa»: The High Priest 
comes to the scapegoat, leans his hands on its head, and 
confesses all the sins of the Jewish people over it. The goat 
is then sent to the wilderness (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 4:2). 


Kneel and prostrate — onnaw DTD: When the priests 
and the people standing in the Temple courtyard heard the 
Explicit Name uttered by the High Priest, they would kneel 
and bow and fall on their faces and say: Blessed is the name 
of His glorious kingdom forever and ever. During all of the 
confessions, the High Priest tried to finish pronouncing the 
name as those assembled finished reciting this blessing, 
and he would then call out the conclusion of the verse: 
You shall be purified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom Hakippurim 2:7). 

In remembrance of the Temple, there is a custom to 
recite the order of the service in the additional prayer of 
Yom Kippur. When the cantor reaches the statement: And 
the priests and the people standing in the courtyard, etc., 
congregants fall to their faces in commemoration of the 
practice in the Temple (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 621:4, 
in the comment of the Rema). 


Passing the goat to the one who would lead it to the 
wilderness — win maw nb yyw NYD: After the con- 
fession, the High Priest passed the scapegoat to a man ready 
to take it to the wilderness. Anyone is eligible for this task, 
but the High Priests established the custom that a priest, 
rather than an Israelite, escorted the goat (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:7). 


The goat's ramp - YYW was: A special ramp was con- 
structed leading from the Temple Mount, over which the 
goat was escorted. This was paid for with the remains of 
the chamber, i.e., the shekels that remained in the cham- 
ber after the three collections of money were taken to use 
for communal offerings (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:8). 
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MI S HNA The Yom Kippur service continues: The 


High Priest comes over to the scapegoat, 
places both his hands upon it,” and confesses." And he would 
say as follows: Please, God, Your people, the house of Israel, 
have sinned, and done wrong, and rebelled before You." Please, 
God, grant atonement, please, for the sins, and for 
the wrongs, and for the rebellions that they have sinned, and 
done wrong, and rebelled before You, Your people, the house 
of Israel, as it is written in the Torah of Moses Your servant, 
saying: “For on this day atonement shall be made for you 
to cleanse you of all your sins; before the Lord you shall be 
purified” (Leviticus 16:30). 


And the priests and the people standing in the Temple court- 
yard, when they would hear the Explicit Name" emerging from 
the mouth of the High Priest, when the High Priest did not use 
one of the substitute names for God, they would kneel and 
prostrate" themselves and fall on their faces, and say: Blessed 
is the name of His glorious kingdom forever and ever. After the 
confession over the scapegoat, the priest passed the goat to the 
one who was to lead it to the wilderness." According 
to the halakha, everyone is eligible to lead it, but the High 
Priests established a fixed custom and did not allow an Israelite 
to lead it." 


Rabbi Yosei said: That was not always the case. There was an 
incident where a person named Arsela led the goat to the wilder- 
ness, and he was an Israelite. And they made a ramp" for the 
goat due to the Babylonian Jews who were in Jerusalem, who 
would pluck at the goat’s hair and would say to the goat: Take 
our sins and go, take our sins and go, and do not leave them 
with us. 


$ E M ARA In the confession over the scapegoat, the 


High Priest confessed the sins of the Jew- 
ish people, whereas he did not say: The children of Aaron, Your 
sacred people, in order to confess the sins of the priests. The 
Gemara asks: Who is the tanna that taught this mishna? Rabbi 
Yirmeya said: The mishna is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, for if it were in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, didn’t Rabbi Yehuda say: The priests receive 
atonement through the scapegoat, which indicates that their 
sins must be mentioned in the confession over the scapegoat? 


Abaye said: Even if you say that the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, is that to say that priests are not 
included among: Your people, the house of Israel? Nothing can 
be proven from the fact that the High Priest did not list every 
segment of the Jewish people separately. 


It was taught in the mishna that the priest passed the goat to 
the one who was to lead it to the wilderness. The Sages taught, 
with regard to the verse: “And he shall send it away with an ap- 
pointed man into the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:21), that the hala- 
khic midrash interprets the word man as mentioned in order to 
qualify a non-priest for this task. The word appointed indicates 


NOTES 


Your people, the house of Israel, have sinned before You — 
Sew ma yay p29 axon: According to an opinion cited in 
the Jerusalem Talmud, the house of Israel is not mentioned 
in this confession, so as not to explicitly refer to the sins of the 
entire community. Instead, the High Priest merely states: Your 
people have sinned. 


When they would hear the Explicit Name - myniv yawa 
wian ow: Some commentaries hold that throughout most 
of the Temple's history, the name of God was uttered as writ- 
ten only on Yom Kippur. At other times, an alternate name of 
God was used, as it is nowadays (Tosefot Yom Tov). Most com- 
mentaries, however, disagree with this claim and hold that 


he Explicit Name was pronounced in the Temple throughout 
he year and was vocalized in a manner similar to the name 
Adonai as it appears in current prayer books. On Yom Kippur, 
he name was vocalized differently (Remakh). Rav Hai Gaon 
writes that on Yom Kippur the High Priest did not say the 
Tetragrammaton, but rather the long, forty-two-letter Explicit 
ame. 


Did not allow an Israelite to lead it - byw DY pry v7 x 
iin: According to a midrash, the individual who escorted 
he goat would die within a year. For this reason, the priests 
ed the goat themselves, to avoid causing tragedy to others 
(Tosafot Hadashim). 
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that he should be designated the day before. The word appoint- 
ed also indicates that the scapegoat is always sent away at the 
appointed time, and even on Shabbat." Similarly, the word ap- 
pointed indicates that the scapegoat is always sent away at the 
appointed time, and even when the appointed man is in a state 
of ritual impurity. 


The baraita stated that the word man is mentioned to qualify a 
non-priest. The Gemara expresses surprise: It is obvious that a 
non-priest is qualified for this service; why would one have 
thought otherwise? The Gemara answers: Lest you say: The term 
atonement is written with regard to it, and atonement is 
achieved only through services performed by priests. Therefore, 
it teaches us that this atonement is not achieved through a sac- 
rificial offering, and consequently the service may be performed 
even by an Israelite. 


The baraita stated that the word appointed indicates that the 
service is performed even on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: With 
regard to what halakha" is this stated? There is no apparent dese- 
cration of Shabbat by escorting the goat, since the halakha of 
Shabbat boundaries is merely Rabbinic. Rav Sheshet said: It is 
mentioned in order to state that if the goat were ill" and could 
not walk the whole way, the one who escorts the goat carries it 
on his shoulder. 


The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion was 
this stated? It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Natan, as, if it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Natan, didn’t he say that a living being carries itself? Because a 
living being is lighter than dead weight, the living being is con- 
sidered to be aiding the one carrying it, and therefore carrying a 
living being is not considered an act of prohibited labor according 
to Torah law. The Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that it is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, a living being 
that is ill is different. Since the goat cannot walk on its own 
strength, despite the fact that it is alive, all agree that the one who 
carries it is performing a prohibited labor. 


Based on the fact that the word appointed indicates that the 
scapegoat is sent away even on Shabbat, Rafram said: That is to 
say that the concept of eiruv and the prohibition against carrying 
out apply to Shabbat, but eiruv and carrying out do not apply 
to Yom Kippur." If these halakhot applied equally to Yom Kippur, 
and nevertheless the Torah commanded that the scapegoat be 
sent away, it would be unnecessary to derive that the same is true 
even if Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat. 


The baraita stated that the word appointed indicates that 
the service is performed even in a state of ritual impurity. The 
Gemara asks: With regard to what halakha is this stated? Rav 
Sheshet said: The verse comes to tell you that if the one sending 
the goat away became impure," he nevertheless enters the 
Temple courtyard while he is impure and sends it away. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
The scapegoat is sent away at the appointed time, and 
even on Shabbat - nawa rox: Although the word ap- 
pointed is referring to the one who escorts the scapegoat, 
who must be appointed to this task, the Gemara also derives 
from this word that the ceremony of sending away the goat 
must be performed at a specific time (Gevurat Ari). 


With regard to what halakha - xo wah: Rashi ex- 
plains that traveling beyond the Shabbat boundaries is not 
a Torah prohibition, in accordance with the opinion of most 
tanna‘im. According to those who hold that there is a Torah 
prohibition against traveling more than twelve mil from 
one’s Shabbat abode, the distance from Jerusalem to the 
cliff was less than that (see Gevurat Ari). 


If the goat became ill - vyg aon: If the goat became 
ill and is not able to walk, the escort carries it on his shoul- 
der, even on Shabbat. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Sheshet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:19). 


Shabbat and Yom Kippur - D937 OP Naw: Yom Kippur is 
like Shabbat with regard to both the joining ‘of courtyards and 
the joining of Shabbat boundaries. This is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rafram (see Tosafot; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 416:4). 


The one sending the goat away became impure - x23 
indwn: If the one designated to send away the goat became 
impure, he nevertheless enters the Temple, takes the goat, and 
leaves. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:21). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Eliezer - awh 931: This is the tanna Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Horkanos, also called Rabbi Eliezer the 
Great, who lived through the destruction of the Sec- 
ond Temple. Rabbi Eliezer was the son of a wealthy 
family which traced its lineage to Moses. He only 
began to study Torah at age twenty, when he went 
o Jerusalem to learn from Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 
ai. Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai had great esteem 
or Rabbi Eliezer and considered him the greatest 
of his disciples, so much so that he claimed he was 
equal to all the Sages of Israel. Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai described Rabbi Eliezer as “a plastered well 
that doesn't lose a drop,’ and his learning was based 
mostly on the traditions he received from his teacher. 
His approach differed from his teacher in that he 
tended to agree with the positions of Beit Sham- 
mai. Rabbi Eliezer began to teach Torah before the 
destruction of the Temple and was among Rabban 
Yohanan's students who joined him in founding the 
great yeshiva in Yavne after that tragedy. 

Rabbi Eliezer married Ima Shalom, the sister of the 
Nasi, Rabban Gamliel of Yavne. Following a funda- 
mental dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and the other 
Sages with regard to the process of halakhic decision- 
making, Rabban Gamliel had him excommunicated. 

Rabbi Eliezer's colleagues were the other disciples 
of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. In particular, there 
are many recorded discussions between Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua, who was Rabbi Eliezer's closest 
colleague. His principal student was Rabbi Akiva, but 
he taught other scholars in his generation as well. His 
son Horkanos was one of the talmudic Sages. 


HALAKHA 


The one sending away the goat became ill — abn 
indwn: If the one designated to send away the goat 
became ill, the goat is escorted by someone else, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Sages (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:20). 


If he pushed the goat and it did not die - x sont 
ra: If the escort pushed the goat over the cliff but it 
did not die, he follows it down and kills it in any way 
possible (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:22). 


BACKGROUND 


Mameer — %33: A mamzer is a child born from an 
adulterous or incestuous relationship, i.e., a child 
born from relations between a married woman and 
aman other than her husband, or between relatives 
who are forbidden to marry by Torah law, where 
the participants in such relationships are subject to 
karet. An exception to this halakha is the offspring 
conceived with a menstruating woman, with whom 
sexual relations are prohibited under penalty of karet. 
The offspring of an unmarried couple is not a mamzer. 
A mamaer inherits from his natural father and 
is halakhically considered his father’s son in all re- 
spects. A mamzer may marry only a mamzeret, a 
female mamzer, or a convert to Judaism. Likewise, a 
mamzeret may marry only a mamzer or a convert. The 
offspring of that union is a mamzer as well. 
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§ Apropos this discussion, the Gemara mentions that the students 
once asked Rabbi Eliezer:? If the goat became ill, what is the halakha 
with regard to whether the escort may carry it on his shoulder? He 
said to them:" That goat can carry me and you, meaning the goat 
designated healthy was unlikely to become ill. Rabbi Eliezer thereby 
avoided the question. They asked him: If the one sending the goat 
away became ill," what is the halakha with regard to whether they 
send it with someone else? He said to them dismissively: I and you 
shall be in peace, i.e., this would never happen. 


The students continued to question Rabbi Eliezer: If he pushed the 
goat and it did not die" upon its fall, what is the halakha with regard 
to whether he should follow it down and kill it? He said to them: 
“So may all your enemies perish, Lord” (Judges 5:31). In other words, 
the goat will certainly die on its own. Rabbi Eliezer did not wish to 
answer these questions, as will be explained below. However, the 
Sages say: If the goat became ill, the escort carries it on his shoulder. 
If the one sending out the goat became ill, he sends the goat with 
someone else. Ifhe pushes it and it does not die, he follows it down 
and kills it. 


The Gemara cites more questions that the students asked Rabbi 
Eliezer, which he refused to answer. They asked Rabbi Eliezer: What 
is the fate of so-and-so, a certain man who was known to be wicked, 
with regard to the World-to-Come? He evaded the question and 
said to them: You have only asked me about so-and-so, and not a 
different individual whom you believe to be righteous? 


They asked him: What is the halakha with regard to whether a shep- 
herd may save a ewe from a lion on Shabbat (Me’iri)? He said to 
them: You have only asked me about the ewe?" They asked him: 
What is the halakha with regard to saving the shepherd from the 
lion on Shabbat? He said to them: You have only asked me about 
the shepherd? They asked him: What is the halakha with regard to 
whether a mamzer® inherits from his parents?" Rabbi Eliezer re- 
sponded with a question: Did you not ask me what is the halakha 
with regard to whether he may perform levirate marriage? They 
asked him: What is the halakha with regard to whether it is permitted 
to plaster one’s house after the destruction of the Temple? Rabbi 
Eliezer responded: What is the halakha with regard to plastering 
one’s grave? 


The Gemara explains: It was not because he was distancing them 
with words, and made irrelevant statements because he did not know 
the answers to these questions. Rather, Rabbi Eliezer responded in 
this way because he never said anything that he did not hear from 
the mouth of his teacher." Since he had not learned these points from 
his teacher, he did not answer directly, thereby indicating that he did 
not have a tradition with regard to these questions. 


NOTES 


Rabbi Eliezer’s answers — saws ya) nian: Many commentar- 
ies (see Maharsha and Siah Yitzhak) explain that Rabbi Eliezer did 
answer the questions put to him, albeit indirectly. His answer to 
the question of whether the goat could be carried on the escort's 
shoulder may be rendered: You and | may carry him, i.e., the mes- 
senger, who is healthy, but it is prohibited to carry a person or ani- 
mal that cannot walk on its own. Similarly, when they asked about 
the case where the escort becomes ill and he answered: | and you 
shall be in peace, he thereby indicated that a new escort should 
be appointed. When they asked whether the man should follow 
the goat down to kill it and he answered: So may all your enemies 
perish, Lord, he thereby indicated that once the goat was pushed 
off the cliff, it was not necessary to do anything else. 


So-and-so, shepherd, ewe - 7023 711, niba: The geonim had 
a tradition, cited also in the Arukh and Tosafot, that the questions 
Rabbi Eliezer was asked hinted at biblical personalities. The ques- 
tion about so-and-so was whether Avshalom has a portion in the 
World-to-Come. Rabbi Eliezer answered: Before you ask about him, 
why not ask about King Solomon, as there is a dispute as to whether 


he sinned. The question about whether a shepherd may rescue a 
ewe is an allusion to Bathsheba, whom the prophet Nathan referred 
o as a ewe in his parable to King David. Rabbi Eliezer responded 
hat they should ask whether it is permitted to save the shepherd, 
a reference to Uriah, from David, or whether Uriah rebelled against 
he king (see Rashi and Me'ʻiri). 


What is the halakha with regard to whether a mamzer inherits 
from his parents — vy yma Waa: Rabbi Eliezer did actually answer 
his question. Since he hinted that a mamzer may perform levirate 
marriage, and levirate marriage is dependent on the system of 
inheritance, it is clear that a mamzer inherits (see Maharsha). 


That he did not hear from the mouth of his teacher — yaw Kow 
43192: Statements similar to this are found elsewhere in the Tal- 
mud and Tosefta, where Rabbi Eliezer dismisses tangential ques- 
tions for this reason. With regard to the fact that he never said 
anything which he had not heard from his teacher, it seems that 
he only employed this principle when asked for a halakhic ruling. 
During legal debates however, he certainly offered innovative state- 
ments of his own. 
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The Gemara cites another question posed to Rabbi Eliezer. A wise 
woman asked Rabbi Eliezer: Since all bore equal responsibility 
for the incident of the Golden Calf, due to what factor were their 
deaths not equal? Some of the people were killed by the sword 
of Moses and the Levites, some were killed in a plague, and others 
were struck with an intestinal illness. He said to her: There is no 
wisdom in a woman" except weaving with a spindle,’ and so it 
states: “And any woman who was wise-hearted spun with her 
hands” (Exodus 35:25). Therefore, it is unbefitting for a woman 
to concern herself with such questions. 


With regard to this issue, it was stated that the amora’im Rav 
and Levi disagreed: One of them said: One who sacrificed and 
burned incense to the calf, which are idolatrous practices that 
incur capital punishment, was punished by the sword. One 
who embraced and kissed it," which are not forms of idolatrous 
worship that incur capital punishment, was subject to a divine 
punishment of death by a plague. One who rejoiced inwardly 
but performed no act was killed by the intestinal illness known as 
hidrokan.! 


And one of them said: One who served the calf in the presence 

of witnesses and after a warning was punished by the sword. 
One who served the calfin the presence of witnesses but without 

warning was subject to death by a plague. One who served with- 
out witnesses and without warning was killed by hidrokan. 


Rav Yehuda said: The entire tribe of Levi did not engage in idol 
worship, as it is stated: “Then Moses stood in the gate of the 
camp, and said: Who is for God, let him come to me; and all the 
children of Levi gathered to him” (Exodus 32:26). 


Ravina sat and related this halakha with regard to the tribe 
of Levi. The sons of Rav Pappa bar Abba raised an objection 
to Ravina: The verse states in praise of the tribe of Levi: “Who 
said of his father and of his mother:" I have not seen him, nei- 
ther did he acknowledge his brothers, nor did he know his sons” 
(Deuteronomy 33:9). This indicates that some of them did engage 
in idol worship and were killed by their relatives. 


Ravina answered them: “His father” does not refer to his actual 

father, but rather his mother’s father, who was an Israelite. Sim- 
ilarly, the term “his brothers” is referring to his half-brothers 

from his mother, who were fathered by an Israelite. “His sons” 
is referring to his daughter’s sons from an Israelite, who are 

considered Israelites. In fact, however, no one from the tribe of 
Levi worshipped the calf. 


There is no wisdom in a woman — mor) TADY PN: It seems 

that Rabbi Eliezer avoided answering this question as well 

because he had not heard the answer from his teacher. On the 

other hand, commentaries have noted that the account of this 

exchange that appears in the Jerusalem Talmud shows he had 

an answer to the question, but felt it inappropriate to discuss 

matters of Torah with women (see Sota 20a). An additional ap- 
proach to this passage is that Rabbi Eliezer was annoyed with 

the woman since it is disrespectful to pose a question to a Sage 

that can be handled by a lesser authority (Meir). 


One who sacrificed and burned incense...one who em- 
braced and kissed it — pwn 983...097) Ma": It is pointed out 
in Tosafot Yeshanim that according to both Rav and Levi, the 
punishments meted out in this case were not consistent with 


the halakhot generally applicable to similar cases. The punish- 
ment for idol worship is generally stoning, whereas both Rav 
and Levi agree that in this case, the punishment was death by 
the sword. Embracing and kissing an idol is not punishable 
by death at all. 


Who said of his father and of his mother - waxd İNT 
iagh: The question has been asked why an earlier verse was 
not cited, namely: “Slay each man his brother” (Exodus 32:27; 
see also verse 29). A possible answer is that the verse in Exodus 
recounts the events as they unfolded, when Moses did not yet 
know that no members of the tribe of Levi had sinned. On the 
other hand, when he blessed the nation forty years later, he 
knew who was guilty of idolatry and who was not (Kol Yehuda; 
see Maharsha). 


Spindle - she: Spindles have been used since ancient times 
to spin wool. In general, the wool was held under the spin- 
ner's arm, or in another fashion, and tied to the spindle. The 
spindle was then spun, thereby pulling the wool. As the wool 
was being pulled by the spindle, the spinner would twist the 
wool in order to create thread. 


-Ft 


Roman bone and pottery spindle 


Modern spindle with wool 


Hidrokan — pit: From the Greek bSepucdc, huderikos, 
meaning an illness that causes swelling due to an accumula- 
tion of water in the body. 
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BACKGROUND 
Ten booths from Jerusalem to the cliff — niao Wy 
py wy DWN: 


Priest escorting the scapegoat. A booth can be seen in the background. 


Perek VI 
Daf 67 Amuda 


NOTES 
Ninety ris — œ yw: This is a proof for the opinion 
that the Shabbat limit of twelve mil is by Torah law. Con- 
sequently, the location chosen for this mitzva was not 
accessible on Shabbat and Festivals (Rashash). 


He stands from a distance and observes — pinya tip 
mein: The commentaries ask why the escort needed to 
observe. One suggestion is that after the observer saw 
he goat pushed off the cliff he signaled to those in the 
ast booth, who passed on the signal to those in the previ- 
ous booth, and so forth. This was necessary because the 
Temple service could proceed only once the goat was 
illed (Neum Yehuda). 


A strip of crimson — mgin by rw: This was not the 
same strip of crimson that was tied between the goat's 
horns in the Temple. It is possible that this strip of crimson 
was transported from the Temple to the cliff between the 
horns of the goat, which is not considered transporting a 
burden, or that it was placed next to the cliff the previous 
day (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


From the moment that he pushes the goat from the 
cliff - pwd in» nyw: According to Rabbi Shimon, 
when the Torah is referring to sending the animal it does 
not mean escorting it from the city, but pushing it from 
the cliff. Perhaps he understands the term the Torah uses 
to describe the one who leads the goat, meshaleah, in the 
sense of the verse (Job 36:12) “They shall perish [beshelah] 
by the sword” (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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§ It was taught in the mishna that they made a ramp for the goat 
due to the Babylonian Jews in Jerusalem. Rabba bar bar Hana 
said: They were not actually Babylonians, rather they were 
Alexandrians from Egypt. And since in Eretz Yisrael they hate 
the Babylonians, they would call all foreigners who acted inap- 
propriately by their name as an insult. Similarly, it was taught in 
a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: They were not Babylonians, 
rather they were Alexandrians. Rabbi Yosei, whose family was 
from Babylonia, said to him: May your mind be at ease, since 
you have put my mind at ease. 


It was taught in the mishna that the Babylonians would say: Take 
our sins and go. It was taught in the Tosefta that they would say 
as follows: Why does this goat remain here with the many sins 
of the generation; let him hurry and leave. 


MISHNA People from among the prominent 


residents of Jerusalem would escort 
the one leading the goat until they reached the first booth. 
Booths were set up along the path to the wilderness to provide 


the escort a place to rest. There were ten booths from Jerusalem 
to the cliff,® 


with a distance of ninety ris’ between them. As there are seven 
and a half ris for each mil, the total distance was twelve mil. At 
each and every booth, people there say to him: Here is food; 
here is water, if you need it. And they escort him from booth 
to booth, except for the last person at the last booth, who does 
not reach the cliff with him. Rather, he stands from a distance 
and observes" his actions to ensure that he fulfills the mitzva 


properly. 


What did the one designated to dispatch the goat do there? He 
divided a strip of crimson" into two parts, half of the strip tied 
to the rock, and half of it tied between the two horns of the 
goat. And he pushed the goat backward, and it rolls and 
descends." And it would not reach halfway down the moun- 
tain until it was torn limb from limb. The one designated to 
dispatch the goat came and sat under the roofing of last booth 
until it grows dark and only then went home. And from what 
point are the garments of the man rendered impure," as it is 
stated that he is impure and his clothes requires immersion? 
From the moment he emerges outside the wall of Jerusalem. 
Rabbi Shimon says: His clothes are rendered impure only from 
the moment that he pushes the goat from the cliff." 


Sending away the goat - ywn mbw: Booths were set up 
between Jerusalem and the edge of the desert, where people 
waited to escort the designated man on his journey. Food and 
water were available in each booth, and if the man was weak 
and needed to eat, he would. Those waiting in the last booth 
stood and observed his actions from a distance. He first divided 
the strip of crimson in two, tying half of it to a rock and half of it 
to the goat's horns. He then pushed the goat backward, and it 
fell off the cliff and became dismembered. The designated man 


HALAKHA 
then rested in the last booth until nightfall (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:7). 


The goat renders garments impure — 0°34 Kab ywy: The 
garments of the man who sends the goat away are rendered 
impure from the moment he leaves the walls of Jerusalem until 
he pushes the goat off the cliff. After he pushes it, any garments 
become impure to a lesser degree (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 5:6 and Kesef Mishne there; see also Ra’avad). 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught: There were ten booths," 
and the distance between Jerusalem and the 
cliff was twelve mil; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: There were nine booths and the distance was ten mil. 
Rabbi Yosei says: There were five booths and the distance was ten 
mil, and all of them were able to escort the one leading the goat 
by establishing a joining of boundaries [eiruv tehumin] before Yom 
Kippur, allowing those at each booth to walk to the next booth.’ 


Rabbi Yosei said: Elazar my son told me:" If they were able to walk 
to the next booth by establishing an eiruv, I could even make two 
booths suffice for the distance of ten mil. With the proper placement 
of an eiruv, an individual is permitted to walk a distance of two mil, 
which is four thousand cubits. Consequently, the people of Jerusalem 
could escort the one leading the goat a distance of two mil, and the 
people of the first booth could walk two mil from the booth toward 
Jerusalem to meet him, and escort him back to their booth. Others at 
that booth, who had established their eiruv in the direction of the 
second booth, could then escort the one leading the goat two mil 
toward the second booth, where he would be met by people from the 
second booth, who would escort him the remaining two mil to the 
booth. This booth would be located only two mil from the cliff. 


The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which was taught in the baraita: People from all the booths would 
escort the one leading the goat, except for the last person in the last 
booth, who did not reach the cliff with him; rather, he stands from 
a distance and observes his actions? In accordance with whose 
opinion is this statement? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, as he holds that the last booth was too far from the cliff 
for the people there to escort the one leading the goat the entire way. 


It was taught in the mishna: At each and every booth people there 
say to him: Here is food; here is water, if you need it. It was taught: 
No man who escorted the goat ever needed this food and water. 
However, they would offer it to him anyway, because one who has 
bread in his basket" is not similar to one who does not have bread 
in his basket. One who does not have food available to him is con- 
cerned that he will not be able to find any ifhe really needs it, and he 
therefore feels his hunger and thirst more acutely. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: What did the person designated to 
dispatch the goat do there? He divided a strip of crimson into two 
parts, half of the strip tied to the rock, and half of it tied between the 
two horns of the goat. The Gemara asks: Let him tie the whole strip 
to the rock. The Gemara answers: Since it is a mitzva to push the 
goat from the cliff. If he tied the whole strip to the rock, perhaps it 
would turn white quickly, and his mind would be eased with the 
knowledge that the sins of the Jewish people had been forgiven. He 
would then not fulfill the mitzva of pushing the goat off the cliff. He 
therefore tied part of it between the horns of the goat and looked to 
see if it became white. Once he was actively involved with the goat, 
he would remember to push it off the cliff. 


From Jerusalem to the cliff - pyb Dwn: This diagram il- 
lustrates the different approaches with regard to the placement 
of booths along the route taken by the scapegoat and the man 


rom the publisher 


Ten booths - nia1p Wy: All agree that they did not pi 


NOTES 
ace 


a booth next to the cliff, to ensure that only the man 


Everyone else ha 


in jest. Howeve 


eading the goat knew whether the strip became white. 


d to wait until nightfall (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Elazar my son told me - 4 ahs % np: Rashi writes 
hat Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, said this to his fa 


her 
r, according to the Jerusalem Talmud’s 


version of the exchange, Rabbi Elazar appears to be chal- 
enging his father’s approach (Siah Yitzhak). Neverthe 
Rabbi Elazar’s comment can be refuted, as it requires those 
rom the later booths to wait outside for the arrival of the 


ess, 


scapegoat and the man leading it. This involves significant 
inconvenience, as they would never know when the man 
and the scapegoat would arrive. 


Bread in his basket - 


boa ns: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 


this idea is expressed as follows: The evil inclination craves 
only what it cannot have. 


BACKGROUND 


designated to lead it. Solid arrows show the two thousand 


cubits, or one mil, that one may walk on Shabbat. The exception 
is the last arrow in Rabbi Meir's opinion, which represents two 
mil. The dotted arrows indicate the additional mil that one may Shi se RIaseraeriaeet 
walk using an eiruv tehumin. The direction of the arrows shows 
the path of those escorting the designated man. 


Placement of booths according to the different opinions 
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NOTES 


To the opening of the Entrance Hall of the Tem- 
ple- baa nnay: According to the Jerusalem 
Talmud, at first everyone hung strips from their 
windows, and only later did the custom arise of 


hanging 


Perek 


the strip at the door of the Entrance Hall. 


Vi 


Daf 67 Amud b 


Into the 


NOTES 
wilderness, into the wilderness, in the 


wilderness — 1avaa MTA maT: According 


to anoth 


er version of the text ‘preferred by the 


Ritva and other commentaries, this derivation is 
based not on the three appearances of the term, 
but on the structure of the term itself. The Torah 
states: Into the wilderness [hamidbara], when 


it could 
or simpl 


have said: The wilderness [hamidbar], 
y: Wilderness [midbar]. The three ele- 


ments of the word, i.e., ha, midbar, and a, indicate 


ocated, 


on whic 


of the Ta 


he three locations where the Tabernacle was 


as well as the Temple. 


To include Nov and Givon — jiya» 313 niat: 
The Gemara needed to point this out, since the 
ocations of Nov and Givon did not actually have 
he status of the Temple, but had the great altar, 


communal offerings were brought. 


Shiloh too did not have a permanent structure; 
he temple constructed there had the coverings 


bernacle as its roof. As a rule, it was per- 


mitted for some offerings to be sacrificed at a 
small improvised altar at certain times in history, 
some offerings could be brought only on the 
great altar, and some were brought only in the 


Temple i 


324 


self (see Tosafot Yeshanim). 


PEREK VI: 67B: 4091p 


mO WT pIa Np pa oA WPN 
YIN K mob 


wd pwp wa mwN paa 
aonan phan nna by mim by 
vit - paba xb pre yt - paba 
Pwip yw DPT POYADA payy 
pes py) ors oye nina by 
-paba xb prise vg- pn PRIN 
inis p Wip Paw! NPAT pay v7 

anp pa rem yea psn 


IWI 2] Dw K332 DVINY 
Sw jwb p wip vat miwa rapt 
pa onan ode nna by mim 
pada mg -aayah wee yan 
Ye ON” ARW AM MY Iw YM 

yay de> pw DPRDN 


KYDY IIT mynd wan mya xb” 
39 PANT pA TA DAR yD amd 
Any IM) PNA vax Tn byw 


PTOX 


PMAN NA 


- PRON TNT M aTa DaT 
rye snot 


AIT ONT - POK WNT XD 
senna) ay span 2m) way xn 
nist AIP "Ma maY 

onbiy ma a rio ya) a 


- 2h Way ONN TPB’ ONT TPN 
TPR PX TPR” : NNT mh yan 
KI TP PEAS ITAN NIN 

yy aa 37 


The Gemara asks: If so, let him tie the whole strip between the goat’s 
horns. The Gemara answers: Sometimes the goat turns its head and 
he will not know if the strip turns white or not. 


The Sages taught: At first they would tie this strip of crimson to the 

opening of the Entrance Hall of the Temple" on the outside. If the strip 

turned white they would rejoice, as this indicated that their sins had 

been atoned for. Ifit did not turn white they would be sad and ashamed. 
When the Sages saw that people were overly distressed on Yom Kippur, 
they established that they should tie the strip of crimson to the open- 
ing of the Entrance Hall on the inside, since only a few could actually 
go in to see it. And they would still peek and see: If it turned white, 
they would rejoice, and if it did not turn white they would be sad. 
Therefore, the Sages established that they should tie half of the strip to 

the rock and half of it between the goat’s horns, so that the people 

would not know what happened to the strip until after the conclusion of 
Yom Kippur. 


Rabbi Nahum bar Pappa said in the name of Rabbi Elazar HaKappar: 
At first they would tie the strip of crimson to the opening of the En- 
trance Hall of the Temple on the inside, and when the goat reached 
the wilderness, the strip of crimson would turn white, and they knew 
that the mitzva was fulfilled. The verse alludes to the use of the strip of 
crimson, as it is stated: “Though your sins be as scarlet, they will be- 
come white as snow; though they be red like crimson, they will be as 
wool” (Isaiah 1:18). This verse indicates that when something scarlet 
turns white, it is a sign of atonement and forgiveness for the sins of the 
Jewish people. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that the goat would not reach halfway 
down the mountain before it was torn limb from limb. A dilemma was 
raised before the Sages: What is the status of those limbs? Is it permit- 
ted to derive pleasure from them? Rav and Shmuel disagreed with re- 
gard to this issue. One said they are permitted for benefit, and one said 
they are prohibited. 


The Gemara explains their reasoning: The one who said they are 
permitted for benefit 


established his opinion based on a verse, as it is written: “And the 

goat shall bear upon it all their iniquities to a land which is cut off; and 

he shall let go the goat in the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:22). The conclud- 
ing phrase, “in the wilderness,” is unnecessary, and indicates that the goat 
shall be available for anyone to use, similar to a wilderness. And the one 

who said they are prohibited based his opinion on the same verse, as it 

is written, “cut off” [gezeira], which indicates a prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: And the one who said they are prohibited, what does 
he do with this term wilderness, i.e., what does he derive from it? The 
Gemara answers: He needs it for that which was taught in a baraita: 
There are three expressions used to describe the location of the proce- 
dure with the scapegoat: “Into the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:10), “into 
the wilderness” (Leviticus 16:21), and “in the wilderness”" (Leviticus 
16:22), to include Nov and Givon" and Shiloh, when the Tabernacle 
was located there, and the eternal Temple. The mitzva of the scapegoat 
applied during the time periods when communal offerings were sacri- 
ficed in any of these locations. 


The Gemara asks: And the other, what does he do with this word 
gezeira? The Gemara answers: He needs it for that which was taught 
in a baraita with regard to the word gezeira: Gezeira means nothing 
other than cut. That is, he must send the goat away to a place cut up by 
rocks standing upright and sticking out. Alternatively, gezeira is refer- 
ring to nothing other than something that breaks apart and falls, a 
reference to the goat, which is torn limb from limb. 
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Alternatively, the word gezeira is written lest you say the procedure 
of the scapegoat is a meaningless act, since what sanctity and atone- 
ment is achieved in sending the goat to Azazel and pushing it from 
the cliff? Therefore, the verse states: “I am the Lord” (Leviticus 18:5), 
i.e., I, the Lord, decreed it [gezartiv], and you have no right to 
question it. 


Having clarified the reasoning of each opinion, the Gemara concludes 
its discussion of whether the limbs of the goat are permitted for ben- 
efit. Rava said: It is reasonable to rule in accordance with the one 
that said the limbs of the goat are permitted," since the Torah did 
not say: “And send the goat” to cause mishap. Once the man pushes 
the goat off the cliff, he is no longer responsible for it. Therefore, if it 
were prohibited to derive benefit from the goat’s remains, the mitzva 
itself could lead to a mishap if someone were to find the goat’s remains 
and make use of them. 


§ The Sages taught: The word Azazel indicates that the cliff the goat 
is pushed from should be rough and hard. I might have thought that 
it may be located ina settled area. Therefore, the verse states: “In the 
wilderness.” And from where does one derive that the goat is pushed 
from a cliff? The verse states “gezeira,’ indicating an area that is sharp, 
like a cliff. It was taught in another baraita: Azazel is a reference to 
the hardest mountain, and so it says: “And the mighty [eilei] of the 
land he took away” (Ezekiel 17:13). Azazel is interpreted as azaz-el, 
with the term el connoting something rough and hard. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Azazel is so called because it 
atones for the actions of Uzza and Azael." These are the names of 
“sons of God” who sinned with “daughters of men” (Genesis 6:2) and 
thereby caused the world to sin during the generation of the Flood. 


The Gemara cites another baraita related to the scapegoat. The Sages 

taught with regard to the verse: “You shall do My ordinances, and 

you shall keep My statutes to follow them, I am the Lord your God” 
(Leviticus 18:4), that the phrase: My ordinances, is a reference 

to matters that, even had they not been written, it would have 

been logical that they be written. They are the prohibitions against 

idol worship, prohibited sexual relations, bloodshed, theft, and 

blessing God, a euphemism for cursing the Name of God. 


The phrase: And you shall keep my statutes, is a reference to matters 
that Satan and the nations of the world challenge" because the reason 
for these mitzvot are not known. They are: The prohibitions against 
eating pork; wearing garments that are made from diverse kinds of 
material, i.e., wool and linen; performing the halitza ceremony with 
a yevama, a widow who must participate in a levirate marriage or 
halitza; the purification ceremony of the leper; and the scapegoat. 
And lest you say these have no reason and are meaningless acts, 
therefore the verse states: “I am the Lord” (Leviticus 18:4), to indi- 
cate: I am the Lord, I decreed these statutes and you have no right 
to doubt them. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that the tanna’im disagreed about from 
what point the garments of the man who leads the scapegoat are 
rendered impure. The Sages taught in a baraita: The garments of 
the one who dispatches the goat are rendered impure, but the gar- 
ments of the one who dispatches the dispatcher,’ e.g., those who 
accompany him, are not rendered impure. 


One might have thought that as soon as he leaves the wall of the 

Temple courtyard he becomes ritually impure. Therefore, the verse 

states: “He that dispatched” (Leviticus 16:26), to teach that he does 

not contract impurity until his journey has begun. On the other hand, 
if the verse had simply stated: He that dispatched, one might have 

thought he does not become impure until he reaches the cliff. There- 
fore, the verse states: “And he that dispatched,” with the inclusive 

term “and.” Howis this to be understood? His garments are rendered 

impure only when he emerged outside the wall of Jerusalem. This 

is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 
The limbs of the goat are permitted - pow aK 
Pv: Benefit may be derived from the limbs of 
the scapegoat, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:22). 


NOTES 

The actions of Uzza and Azael -bgmn NAY TWYNI: 
The main discussion of this issue appears in other 
sources as an explanation of a statement in Genesis 
that says the sons of God sinned with the daughters 
of men (Genesis 6:2). According to this understand- 
ing, the Torah is referring to angels who became 
destructive. The midrash claims that Azael still 
causes the world to sin with regard to prohibited 
sexual relations (see Rashi). Some commentaries 
point out that the connection between prohibited 
sexual relations and the scapegoat which is sent to 
Azazel is that through prohibited sexual relations a 
man's seed is deposited in a place where it does not 
belong, and so too, the goat that is sent to Azazel is 
sacrificed in the desert instead of in a sacred place 
(lyyun Ya'akov). 


Matters that Satan and the nations of the world 
challenge - why DWN HAW DIT: Some com- 
mentaries have suggested that the common de- 
nominator among the items listed here is that they 
are prohibitions that have an aspect that causes 
them to appear to be permitted, or mitzvot that 
seem to be prohibited. Pig meat is prohibited de- 
spite the fact that the pig has one of the two signs 
of a kosher animal, and garments fashioned from 
diverse kinds are prohibited despite being created 
from two permitted fabrics. On the other hand, the 
purification of the leper and the ritual of the scape- 
goat are sacrificial rites, which are normally pro- 
hibited outside the Temple (see Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch 
Chajes). Additionally, these mitzvot might seem to 
be superstitions rather than acts of service of God, 
and one might therefore suspect that they are non- 
sense. Alternative versions of this passage contain 
a longer list of examples, including other mitzvot 
that are not understood and that seem illogical (see 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 8:8). 


The one who dispatches the dispatcher — nbiwn 
nwan Dix: Some commentaries suggest that this 
is referring to the High Priest, who dispatches the 
one who leads the scapegoat, but is not rendered 
impure (Korban Aharon). 


IDIT1PID-PEREK VI-67B 325 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Large bowl [magis] — D313: Apparently from the Greek pais, 
magis, meaning a kneading tub or a large bowl. 


BACKGROUND 
The place designated for burning - na"wa ma: 


Place designated for burning 


326 


PEREK VI: 67B: :1091 p9 


1w- "Daa Dixy” N DY 1 
ADK PYV 0 pwd yaw 
Srewh yea nx nbwany 
WNT NIA ipii - "ya Dax 

DAI KVD 


vyw 33 byy b xa 00 
DX MIT) YIP PIWI 
PYT DI A PWDIN 

Taaa by 


ma? PLIN my2paa 97 
PRAVA MIKA Aa Ww 
naind yan aww - Dna 
mw N pynaw DARY 

Jana vx 


why NYT NPD YEP 12d 
mam ras by pop) xing 


ag a vas "My paa 2p" 
AAD TT NO va TYP pas 
vas by vip hie oiy wa mim 
ray TT PPA wT NID Wa 
WADI WI) Ty [ND WN WINK 

wap wes Wy 717 was 


Rabbi Yosei says that the verse states: “And he that dispatched 

the goat to Azazel shall wash” (Leviticus 16:26), which indicates 

that his garments are not rendered impure until he has reached 

Azazel, i.e. the cliff. Rabbi Shimon says: His garments are ren- 
dered impure only when he pushes the goat from the cliff, as it 
says: “And he that dispatched the goat to Azazel shall wash his 

clothes” (Leviticus 16:26), to indicate that he throws it headlong 
and only then, once he has fulfilled the mitzva, his garments are 

rendered impure. 


MISHNA After the High Priest passed the goat to the 


man tasked with dispatching the goat, he 
came next to the bull" and the goat that were to be burned. He 
tore their flesh but was not required to cut it into pieces, and 
removed the portions of the offering consumed on the altar and 
placed them in a large bowl [magis]! and burned them on the 
altar. 


He interwove and bound the bull and the goat together into 

braids" as one mass. They were placed in that way upon two poles 

and carried by four people who took them out to the place des- 
ignated for burning,’ outside of Jerusalem. And at what point do 

the bull and goat render the garments of those who carried them 

impure," as it is written: “And he who burns them shall wash his 

garments” (Leviticus 16:28)? They render the garments impure 

from the moment that they emerged outside the wall of the 

Temple courtyard. Rabbi Shimon says: They render the gar- 
ments impure from the moment that the fire has ignited in most 

of the bull and the goat. 


G E M ARA It was taught in the mishna that the High 


Priest removed the portions of the offer- 
ing consumed on the altar and burned them on the altar. The 
Gemara expresses surprise: Would it enter your mind to say he 
burned them? He would not burn them right away, since he had 
to perform other services first. Rather, say that he placed them in 
a large bowl in order to burn them on the altar later. 


It was taught in the mishna that the High Priest interwove and 

bound the bull and the goat together into braids as one mass 

before taking them to be burned. Rabbi Yohanan said: He made 

them like a braid, whose parts are interwoven. It was taught: He 

would not dissect the bull and goat in the manner of the dissec- 
tion of the flesh of a burnt-offering, where the animal is skinned 

and then cut into parts. Rather, he would leave the skin on top 

of the flesh and would cut the animal into pieces without skinning 
it. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? 
As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It 
is stated here with regard to the bull and goat, skin and flesh 
and dung (Leviticus 16:27), and it is stated below, with regard to 

the bull sin-offerings that are burned, skin and flesh and dung 
(Leviticus 4:11). 


HALAKHA 


He came next to the bull - 15 byy b xa: After the scape- then burned (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 


goat was sent away, the High Priest came to the bull and 


HaKippurim 3:7). 


the goat that were to be burned. He tore their flesh and 


removed the portions of the offering consumed on the al- 
tar and placed them in a large bowl in order to burn them 
on the altar. The skin was not removed from the flesh of 
the animals. The flesh was cut into large pieces that re- 
mained attached to each other, and the animals were 


At what point do the bull and goat render the garments 
impure - 0734 pravna MK: The garments of those who 
carry the bull and goat that are to be burned are rendered 
impure as soon as they leave the wall of the Temple courtyard 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:5). 


He interwove the bull and the goat into braids 
[miklaot] - niyopaa wp: There are two interpretations 
of this phrase. One interpretation is that the bull and goat 
were placed on sticks [mak/ot], which were braided together 


NOTES 
(Arukh; see also Rashi and Rabbeinu Elyakim). The other in- 
terpretation is that the bull and goat were cut into large 
pieces that were braided together (Rambarn’s Commentary 
on the Mishna). 
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Just as below it is prepared for burning by means of dissection 
and not by means of skinning, so too here it is by means of 
dissection and not by means of skinning. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to bull sin-offerings 
that are burned," from where do we derive that they are cut but 
not skinned? The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita: 
“And the skin of the bull and all its flesh, with its head and with 
its legs, and its innards, and its dung, even the whole bull shall 
he carry outside the camp to a clean place, where the ashes are 
poured out, and burn it on wood with fire” (Leviticus 4:11-12). 
This teaches that he brings it out whole. One might have 
thought that he should burn it whole. It is stated here: Its head 
and its legs, and it is stated there, with regard to burnt-offerings, 
head and legs. Just as there, the burnt-offering is performed by 
means of dissection, as explicitly stated in the verse, so too here 
it is by means of dissection. 


The Gemara asks: If so, derive the following from the same 
verbal analogy: Just as there, in the case of burnt-offerings, the 
dissection is performed with skinning, so too here it is with 
skinning, and he must remove the skin of the animals before 
burning them. The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states 


“and its innards, and its dung.” The Gemara asks: What is the 


derivation from this phrase? Rav Pappa said: Just as its dung 
is within its innards and they do not remove it, so too, its flesh 
is in its skin and they do not separate the skin from the flesh. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that the tanna’im disagree about 
the question of at what point the bull and goat render the gar- 
ments of those who carried them impure. The Sages taught a 
baraita based on the verse: “The bull of the sin-offering and the 
goat of the sin-offering whose blood was brought in to gain 
atonement in the sacred place, shall be taken outside the camp 
and they shall burn” (Leviticus 16:27). 


One might wonder: Below, with regard to other bull sin- 
offerings that are burned, you give them three camps," meaning 
that the bulls are burned outside the Israelite camp or, in the 
time of the Temple, outside Jerusalem. And here you give them 
only one camp, as they are burned as soon as they are taken out 
of the Temple courtyard, which is considered the camp of the 
Divine Presence. This seems unreasonable and is not to be ac- 
cepted. If so, why is it stated: “Outside the camp”? The inten- 
tion is not that they leave only one camp, but rather, to say to 
you: Once it has left one camp it immediately renders the 
garments of those carrying it impure. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to other bull sin- 
offerings that are burned, from where do we derive that they 
are removed from all three camps? The Gemara explains: As 
it was taught in a baraita: It is stated about the bull sin-offering 
of the High Priest: “Even the whole bull shall he carry outside 
the camp...and burn it” (Leviticus 4:12), meaning that he 
should take it outside of three camps. 


NOTES 


Bulls that are burned — wawa O75: There are two kinds of 
erings, outer sin-offerings and inner sin-offerings. Outer 
erings are brought by an individual who unwittingly 


sin-o 
sin-o 


Priest for following a mistaken halakhic ruling. These offerings 
are bulls, and their blood is sprinkled toward the curtain and 
on the golden altar. Their organs are burned on the altar, but 


violates a prohibition that carries a punishment of karet for 
those who violate it purposefully. This offering may be either a 
lambs or a goat; however, if a king brings the offering, it must 
be a goat. The blood of the offering is sprinkled on the corners 
of the outer altar, and its fats and sacrificial portions are burned 
on the altar. The remainder of the flesh is eaten by male priests. 
Inner sin-offerings are brought by the community or the High 


their flesh, hides, and innards are burned outside the camp. 
The bull and goat of Yom Kippur fall into this second cate- 


gory, and therefore the halakhot of inner sin-offerings apply 
to them. 


Three camps - nian wow: When the Jewish people were in 
the wilderness, the camp was arranged around the Tabernacle 


and was divided into three areas. The first camp was that of 
the Divine Presence, which included the Tabernacle and its 
courtyard. The second camp was the Levite camp, whose 
tents surrounded the Tabernacle. Surrounding this was the 
Israelite camp, where the rest of the nation pitched its tents. 
When the Temple was built in Jerusalem, a similar arrange- 
ment was instituted. The Temple and its courtyard com- 
prised the camp of the Divine Presence, the Temple Mount 
was the Levite camp, and the city of Jerusalem was the 
Israelite camp. 
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NOTES 

It is stated here, outside the camp, etc. — (K3 12%) 
^3) mma? ymn: Tosafot discuss the various derivations 
proposed in this passage, some of which contradict 
a principle stated in tractate Zevahim that a halakha 
derived from a juxtaposition cannot then serve as a 
source from which a halakha may be derived through 
another juxtaposition. Apparently, the derivations 
must be understood as based upon a verbal analogy, 
in which the halakha in one case is derived based upon 
a juxtaposition. Even according to the opinion that 
this form of derivation is not acceptable in the realm 
of sacrificial law, perhaps the Gemara here follows the 
opinion that the red heifer is not really an offering and 
therefore not subject to this principle (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 
The place where the sin-offerings are burned - nipa 


Dip Wan nixen nd Ww: Bulls and goats of inner sin- 


offerings are burned together with their hides and 
dung outside Jerusalem in a location known as the 
place of the ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:2). 
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Do you say that he takes it outside of three camps, or is he re- 
quired to take it outside of only one camp? When it says with 
regard to the bull sin-offering brought for the sin of the commu- 
nity: “He shall carry the bull outside the camp” (Leviticus 4:21), 
that verse requires explanation, as there is no need for the verse 
to state this, since it was already stated: “And burn it as he 
burned the first bull” (Leviticus 4:21), which indicates that all 
the halakhot of the bull sin-offering of a High Priest apply to the 
bull sin-offering of the community as well. And what is the mean- 
ing when the verse states outside the camp? To give it a second 
camp, i.e., to indicate that it must be removed from the Levite 
camp in addition to the camp of the Divine Presence. 


And when it says: “Outside the camp” (Leviticus 6:4) with re- 
gard to removal of the ash, that verse also requires explanation, as 
there is no need for the verse to state this, since it was already 
stated with regard to the bull sin-offering of a High Priest: “Even 
the whole bull shall he carry outside the camp to a clean place, 
where the ashes are poured out, and burn it on wood with fire; 
where the ashes are poured out shall it be burned” (Leviticus 
4:12). Rather the repetition of the words: Outside the camp, indi- 
cates that he should give it a third camp, so that it is burned 
outside of the Israelite camp as well. Consequently, it has been 
derived that inner sin-offerings are burned outside of the three 
camps, and when the Torah states: Outside the camp, with regard 
to the bull and goat of Yom Kippur, it teaches that as soon as they 
are taken outside the Temple courtyard, the garments of those 
carrying them are rendered impure. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Shimon do with the 

phrase outside the camp, as he holds that those carrying the bull 

and goat are rendered impure only once they leave all three 

camps? The Gemara answers: He needs it for that which was 

taught in a baraita, that Rabbi Eliezer says: It is stated here, with 

regard to the bull of Yom Kippur, outside the camp," and it is 

stated there, with regard to the red heifer, “outside the camp” 
(Numbers 19:3). Just as here, it is burned outside three camps, 
so too there the heifer, it is burned outside three camps. And 

just as there it is burned east of Jerusalem, since the heifer must 
be burned “toward the front of the Tent of Meeting” (Numbers 

19:4), opposite the entrance to the Temple to its east, so too here 

the bull and goat of Yom Kippur are burned east of Jerusalem. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis, where do they 
burn them?" The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita: 
Where are they burned? 


North of Jerusalem, and outside of three camps. Rabbi Yosei 
says: They are burned in the place of the ashes. 


Rava said: Who is the tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yosei on 
this issue? It is Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, as it was taught in a 
baraita with regard to the verse: “Where the ashes are poured 
out [shefekh hadeshen] shall it be burned” (Leviticus 4:12), 
which means that there shall already be ash there in that place, 
so that it is known as the ash heap even before this animal is 
burned there. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: This verse indi- 
cates that its place should be slanted [meshupakh] so that ash 
that is deposited there will roll downhill. Rava understood that 
whereas Rabbi Yosei requires that there already be ash present 
when the bull is burned, Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov does not. 
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Abaye said to him: There is no proof from here, as perhaps they 
disagree only about whether the place must be slanted. Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov may agree there should be ash there to begin 
with, but he adds that the place must also be slanted. Therefore, 
there is no proof to support Rava’s statement. 


The Sages taught: It states: “And he who burns them shall wash 
his garments” (Leviticus 16:28), to indicate that only the gar- 
ments of the one who burns the bull and goat of Yom Kippur 
are rendered impure, but not the garments of the one who 
kindles the fire, and not the garments of the one who arranges 
the pile of wood. And who is the one who burns? It is the one 
who assists at the actual time of burning. 


One might have thought that garments would be rendered 
impure even after the bull and goat have become ash. Therefore, 
the verse states: Them, to indicate that they themselves, the bull 
and goat of Yom Kippur, render garments impure, but they do 
not render garments impure once they become ash." Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: The bull causes ritual im- 
purity before it is burned, but once the flesh is burned it no 
longer renders garments impure. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the 
opinion of the first tanna and the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon? The Gemara answers: There is a difference 
between them when he turned it into a charred mass and the 
form of the animal has already become distorted but has not 
actually become ash. According to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, it no longer causes impurity. 


MI S HN A They said to the High Priest: The goat 

has reached the wilderness." And how 
did they know in the Temple that the goat reached the 
wilderness?" They would build platforms [dirkaot]" all along 
the way and people would stand on them and wave scarves 


[sudarin]' to signal when the goat arrived. And therefore they 
knew that the goat reached the wilderness. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: Why did they need these platforms? Didn’t 
they already have a reliable indicator?" From Jerusalem to Beit 
Hiddudo," the edge of the wilderness, where the mitzva of dis- 
patching the goat was performed, was a distance of three mil. 
Since the nobles of Jerusalem walked a mil to escort the dis- 
patcher and returned a mil, and waited the time equivalent to 
the time it takes to walk a mil, they knew that the goat reached 
the wilderness. There was no need for the platforms. 


Rabbi Yishmael says: Didn’t they have a different indicator? 
There was a strip of crimson tied to the entrance to the 
Sanctuary, and when the goat reached the wilderness and the 
mitzva was fulfilled the strip would turn white, as it is stated: 
“Though your sins be as scarlet, they will become white as 
snow” (Isaiah 1:18). 


P E M ARA Abaye said: Learn from this that Beit 

Hiddudo is located in the wilderness, 
and this comes to teach us that Rabbi Yehuda holds that once 
the goat has reached the wilderness, its mitzva is complete 


even before it is pushed off the cliff, and there is no need to wait 
any longer. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


They do not render garments impure once they be- 
come ash — PNA PRAVA IDN Ww x: One who burns 
the bull and goat of Yom Kippur | is rendered i impure, and 
his garments are also rendered impure. This is true of one 
who assists with the burning by moving the carcass, add- 
ing wood to the fire, or stoking the fire, and it applies even 
after the carcasses are charred, as long as they have not 
yet been turned to ash. However, once the carcasses have 
turned to ash, they no longer cause impurity. Furthermore, 
one who kindles the fire or arranges the pile of wood 
before the burning remains pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:4). 


How did they know that the goat reached the wilder- 
ness — Tava) vyw wany py? wg ha: Platforms were 
constructed along the way to the wilderness, and flags 
were waved to transmit the news that the goat had 
reached the wilderness (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:7). 


NOTES 


che Senor 


It is appropriate that the next part of the Yom Kippur ser- 
vice, the reading of the Torah, be performed after the 
main atonement of the day has been achieved through 
the scapegoat. The whitening of the ribbon is proof of that 
(see Tosafot Yeshanim; HaBoneh, Rabbi Yehuda Aryeh of 
Modena's commentary on Ein Yaakov). 


Didn't they already have a reliable indicator — pa'o som 
ond mnt bins: Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda holds that there 
is no need to bother with messengers and flags in order 
to be certain that the goat had arrived. The first tanna 
holds that it is necessary to have concrete knowledge 
that the goat reached the wilderness, and therefore Rabbi 
Yehuda's calculation, which is based on projection rather 
than knowledge, and the miracle that Rabbi Yishmael 
relies upon, are insufficient. 


Beit Hiddudo — iman ma: Beit Hiddudo was so called 
because the cliff was sharp [mehudad] and had rocks 
protruding from it (Tosefot Yom Tov; Melekhet Shlomo). An 
alternative version of the text reads Beit Haroro, which has 
been explained as a location formed by two connected 
mountains [harim]. 


LANGUAGE 
Platforms [dirkaot] - nix217: According to most versions 
of the text, the term here should be didkhiot. The origin 
of this word is the Greek Stáðoxoç, diadokhos, meaning 
a rear guard, or messengers who bring news from an 
army's front lines. 


Scarves [sudarin] — pto: From the Greek oovdaptiov, 
sudariyon, in Latin, sudarium. The term means scarf or 
towel. 
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This chapter discussed the scapegoat and the goat sacrificed as a sin-offering to 
God, which must be as similar as possible. Each one must be suitable for use as the 
sin-offering, and it is only the lottery that determines which goat is used for which 
purpose. If one of the goats dies before it is used for its intended purpose, the other 
goat is disqualified as well; a new pair of goats must be brought and new lots must 
be drawn. There are only limited circumstances in which a single new goat may be 
brought and paired with the remaining goat. These halakhot do not pertain only to 
the service on Yom Kippur; they also help clarify the general guidelines that apply 
to sin-offerings and other communal offerings that become disqualified. 


The ritual of the scapegoat concludes with the pushing of the goat off a cliff in the 
Judean Desert. In the times of the Tabernacle, before the Temple was constructed, 
the goat was pushed offa cliffin a different location, in a wilderness located near the 
Tabernacle. 


The Sages instituted several practical innovations with regard to the procedure of 
leading the scapegoat to the cliff. These include the construction of a ramp in order 
to lead the scapegoat out of the Temple and the preparation of huts in the wilderness 
in order for the man leading the goat to be able to rest, if necessary. 


Additionally, protocols were established in the case of various difficulties, including if 
the goat or the man leading it takes ill, and if the goat does not die upon being pushed 
from the cliff. The guiding principle is that the ritual must be completed, even if it is 
done in a manner that departs from the general order of events. 
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And Moses said unto the congregation: This is the thing which the 
Lord commanded to be done. 
(Leviticus 8:5) 


And Aaron shall come into the Tent of Meeting, and shall put off the 
linen garments, which he put on when he went into the Sanctuary, 
and shall leave them there. And he shall bathe his flesh in water in 
a holy place, and put on his other garments, and he shall exit and 
make his burnt-offering and the burnt-offering of the people, and 
make atonement for himself and for the people. 

(Leviticus 16:23-24) 


And on the tenth day of this seventh month you shall have a holy 
convocation; and you shall afflict your souls; you shall do no man- 
ner of work. And you shall sacrifice a burnt-offering to the Lord of 
pleasing odor: One young bull, one ram, seven unblemished year-old 
lambs shall be unto you. And their meal-offering, fine flour mingled 
with oil, three-tenth parts for the bull, two-tenth parts for the one 
ram. A several-tenth part for every lamb of the seven lambs. One goat 
for a sin-offering besides the sin-offering of atonement and the daily 
burnt-offering, and its meal-offering, and their libations. 


(Numbers 29:7-11) 
And the goat shall bear upon him all their iniquities unto a land 
which is cut off; and he shall let go the goat in the wilderness. 


(Leviticus 16:22) 


The order of the day involves not only the sacrifice of the various offerings but 
also the High Priest’s public reading of the Torah from the relevant passages 
describing the order of the day. The notion that in addition to bringing the offer- 
ings, the details as to how they are brought should also be publically announced 
is foreshadowed by the inauguration of the Tabernacle, when Moses not only 
performed the various rites involved but was also required to explain them to 
the people. The details of the High Priest’s Torah reading and associated issues 
are discussed in this chapter. 


Despite the detailed presentation in the Torah of the order of the day, there are 
some points that remain unclear. There are two sets of offerings that must be 
brought on Yom Kippur: Those detailed in the chapter in Leviticus that delin- 
eates the unique rites of the day, and also the daily and additional offerings, due 
on each Festival, which are described in the book of Numbers. At what point in 
the day the daily and additional offerings are sacrificed is not explicitly stated 
in the Torah. The chapter begins to organize the details to present a complete 
picture. 


In addition, the precise order of the sacrifices as described in the verses in 
Leviticus is not absolutely clear. Tradition teaches that despite the order of the 
verses, which suggest otherwise, after entering the Holy of Holies and perform- 
ing the primary rites of the day there, the High Priest would leave and perform 
the other parts of the sacrificial order, returning to the Holy of Holies only at 
a later point. If so, it must be clarified at what point those offerings, which are 
not associated with the Holy of Holies, are sacrificed. 


The High Priest changes his garments many times throughout the day, both 
at the beginning and end of the day, when he changes his personal garments 
for the priestly vestments, and throughout the day, when he changes from the 
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white to the golden garments and vice versa. This raises various questions concerning 
the priestly vestments: To what extent are priests allowed to derive benefit from the 
priestly vestments? How are the priestly vestments fashioned? What are the differ- 
ences between the dress of the common priest and that of the High Priest? Are the 
garments of the High Priest uniquely worn by him, or may the priest anointed for 
war or a previous High Priest also wear them? The chapter also discusses the unique 
function of the Urim VeTummim and when and how it is consulted. 
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MISHNA The High Priest came to read" the 
Torah. If he wished to read the Torah 
while still dressed in the fine linen garments,“ i.e., the priest- 
ly vestments he wore during the previous service, he may read 


wearing them; and if not he is permitted to read in a white robe 
of his own, which is not a priestly vestment. 


The synagogue attendant takes a Torah scroll and gives it to 
the head of the synagogue’ that stood on the Temple Mount; 
and the head of the synagogue gives it to the deputy High 
Priest, and the Deputy gives it to the High Priest, and the 
High Priest stands and receives the scroll from his hands. And 
he reads from the scroll the Torah portion beginning with the 
verse: “After the death” (Leviticus 16:1) and the portion begin- 
ning with the verse: “But on the tenth” (Leviticus 23:26), and 
furls the Torah scroll and places it on his bosom and says: 
More than what I have read before you is written here. The 
Torah portion beginning with the verse: “And on the tenth,” 
from the book of Numbers (29:7)," he then reads by heart." 


And he recites after the reading the following eight blessings: 

Concerning the Torah: Who has given us the Torah of truth; 

and concerning the Temple service: Find favor in Your people 
Israel and accept the service in Your most holy House... for 
You alone do we serve with reverence; 

and concerning thanksgiving: We give thanks to You; 

and concerning pardon of iniquity: Pardon our iniquities on 
this Yom Kippur; 

and concerning the Temple in and of itself, which concludes: 
Blessed ...Who chose the Temple; 

and concerning the Jewish People in and of itself, which 
concludes: Blessed ... Who chose Israel; 

and concerning Jerusalem in and of itself, which concludes: 
Blessed ...Who chose Jerusalem; 

and concerning the priests in and of themselves, which con- 
cludes: Blessed ...Who chose the priests; 

and concerning the rest of the prayer, which concludes: 
Blessed ...Who listens to prayer. 


The mishna comments: One who sees the High Priest" read- 
ing the Torah does not see the bull and goat that are burned; 
and one who sees the bull and goat that are burned does 
not see the High Priest reading the Torah. The Mishna ex- 
plains: And this is not due to the fact that one is not permitted 
to see both, but because there was a distant path between 
them, and the performance of both of them is undertaken 
simultaneously. 


BACKGROUND 


Head of the synagogue - nbi37 WN: In the period of 
the Mishna and the Talmud, the individual appointed over 
synagogue matters was called the head of the synagogue, or 
apxiovvaywyos, archisynogogos, in Greek. The title hazan 
was used for the attendant of a synagogue, who often also 
lived there, especially if that synagogue was situated outside 


the city limits. The synagogue adjacent to the Temple was 
located on the Temple Mount and was a designated place 
of prayer for those who came to the Temple to sacrifice of- 
ferings or to watch the sacrificial service. The officials of this 
synagogue held a certain importance and were considered 
second in rank to the deputy High Priest. 


NOTES 
The High Priest came to read - mip bins DEAU xa: The Jerusa- 
lem Talmud presents the verse: “and he did that which the Lord 
commanded Moses to do” (Leviticus 16:34) as the basis of the 
obligation to read the Torah as part of the day’s service. It is insuf- 
ficient to merely perform the day’s service; the biblical passages 
describing it are also read. 


Fine linen garments — 713 "13a: The High Priest is permitted to 
wear the linen garments for the Torah reading only because he 
is already wearing them. He would not, however, be permitted 
to change into the golden garments; doing so would require im- 
mersion and sanctification beforehand, which must be followed 
immediately by performing a service. As the Gemara explains, the 
reading of the Torah is not considered a service in its own right 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). 


The book of Numbers — wnpa7 wan: In Talmudic literature, 
he fourth book of the Torah is usually referred to as Numbers 
Pekudim] due to the two censuses of the Jewish People recorded 
within. Sometimes it is also referred to by its first word: Vayedabber. 


The title Bamidbar, which is commonly used nowadays, was in- 


roduced only at a relatively late stage. 


Eight blessings — miata ming: The mishna appears to actually 
ist nine blessings. This discrepancy is due to the different versions 
hat exist of the text of the mishna. In many versions, the blessing 
concerning Jerusalem is omitted, leaving eight blessings. Indeed, 
he blessing concerning Jerusalem is absent from the baraita 
cited by the Gemara, which also lists the blessing. Other texts of 
he mishna omit the phrase: In and of itself, following the blessing 
concerning the Jewish People and place it immediately before 
he blessing concerning the rest of the prayer. Accordingly the 
ewish People and the rest of prayer are mentioned together in 
a single blessing, and as such there are only eight blessings (see 
Melekhet Shlomo). 


One who sees the High Priest, etc. - ^3) bina ja TxA: The 
principle behind this halakha is that it is permitted to neglect one 
mitzva in order to be involved in a different mitzva, in this case, to 
neglect the reading of the Torah in order to see the bull and goat 
that are burned. This is not considered a violation of the principle 
that one may not pass over an opportunity to fulfill a mitzva, since 
that principle applies only when one is already engaged with that 
mitzva and been committed to it (Rambam’s Commentary on the 
Mishna; Meiri). The novelty of the mishna's statement lies in the 
fact that the two events were performed simultaneously despite 
that had the two events been performed at different times, the 
crowds for each event would have been far greater, which would 
be a fulfillment of: “The king's glory is in the multitude of people” 
(Proverbs 14:28). Nevertheless, this reason was not compelling 
enough to alter the day's schedule (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


HALAKHA 


If he wished to read in the fine linen garments — xn) m¥1 DN 
ya 324: This Torah reading is not a sacred Temple service. There- 
fore, the High Priest may decide if he wishes to recite the reading 
in his own mundane clothes or in the white priestly vestments 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 3:9). 


Order of the reading — AXP TID: The synagogue attendant at 
the Temple takes the Torah scroll and gives it to the head of the 

synagogue, who gives it to the deputy High Priest. The Deputy 
gives it to the High Priest, who stands and reads the Torah por- 
tion: “After the death,’ and then the portion: “But on the tenth.” He 

furls the Torah and says: More than what | have read before you is 

written here, and then he recites by heart verses concerning Yom 

Kippur that are taken from the book of Numbers (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 3:10). 


He recites...eight blessings - niaya minw... aa: The High 
Priest recites blessings before and after the Torah reading as usual. 
After the regular blessing concerning the Torah he adds an ad- 
ditional seven blessings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 3:11). 
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To derive benefit from priestly vestments — 
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P E M ARA From the fact that it is taught in the 


mishna that the High Priest is permit- 
ted to read in a white robe of his own, one may derive by infer- 
ence that the reading of the Torah is not classified as a service, 
which would have required that he wear priestly vestments. 


But the mishna also teaches: If he wished to read the Torah 
while still dressed in the fine linen garments, he may read wear- 
ing them. This is true even though they are consecrated as priest- 
ly vestments and the reading of the Torah is not a sacred service. 
Therefore, the Gemara suggests: Learn from this that it is per- 
mitted to derive benefit from priestly vestments,’ i.e., even 
when not engaged in performing a service, a priest may derive 
benefit from the priestly vestments, for example, by wearing 
them for his own needs. If so, this would settle a long-standing 
unresolved dilemma concerning this issue. The Gemara rejects 
this suggestion: A proof may not be adduced from here because 
perhaps reading from the Torah is different, since it is for the 
purpose of the service; therefore, even though it is not a true 
service in its own right, it is nevertheless permitted for the High 
Priest to continue wearing the priestly vestments. 


As the dilemma was raised before us: Is it permitted to derive 
benefit from priestly vestments, or is it not permitted to 
derive benefit from priestly vestments? 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma based on a mishna: 
The priests would not sleep in the sacred vestments out of 
concern they might pass wind while sleeping." One may infer: 
It is specifically sleep which is not permitted, but they may eat 
while wearing the priestly vestments, even though eating is not 
a service. This should prove that it is permitted to derive per- 
sonal benefit from wearing priestly vestments. The Gemara re- 
jects this proof: A proof may not be adduced from here because 
perhaps eating is different, since it is for the purpose of the 
Temple service. As it was taught in a baraita that the verse 
states: “And they shall eat those things with which atonement 
was made” (Exodus 29:33), which teaches that the priests eat 
the meat of the offerings and the owners of those offerings 
thereby achieve atonement. 


The Gemara suggests making a different inference from that 
mishna cited above: One may infer that it is specifically sleep 
which is not permitted, but they may walk while wearing the 
sacred vestments even when not engaged in a service. This 
should prove that it is permitted to derive benefit from wearing 
priestly vestments. The Gemara rejects this proof: It is incorrect 
to make this inference since by right the mishna should have 
stated that walking in priestly vestments is also not permitted. 


NOTES 


THB A tractate Kiddushin states: The Torah was not given to the min- 


ya mo: If there were an absolute prohibition against deriv- 
ing any benefit from the priestly vestments, then upon com- 
pleting a service the priests would be required to immediately 
strip themselves of their garments so as not to transgress the 
prohibition. This is an unfair expectation; as the Gemara in 


Sleeping in sacred vestments - wipa naa nyw: The priests 
who spent the night in the Temple did not sleep in the priestly 
vestments; rather, they folded them and placed them next 


HALAKHA 


istering angels. It is therefore certainly permitted for the priests 
to continue wearing their priestly vestments upon comple- 
tion of a service. Since that is permitted, the Gemara consid- 
ers the possibility that the Torah did not prohibit deriving 
benefit at all. 


to their heads. This ruling is in accordance with Rav Pappa’s 
understanding cited later in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 8:6). 
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That mishna’s teaching highlighting the prohibition to sleep in priest- 
ly vestments is needed for the latter clause of that mishna, which 
states: They remove their priestly vestments and fold them and place 
them under their heads. Since they are allowed to sleep on them, it 
must be emphasized that they may not sleep while wearing them. 


The Gemara considers resolving the dilemma from the latter clause: 
They remove their priestly vestments and fold them and place them 
under their heads. The Gemara suggests: Learn from this that it is 
permitted to derive benefit from priestly vestments. Rav Pappa 
said: Do not say that the mishna means they may actually place the 
vestments under their heads as a pillow; rather, say that the mishna 
permits the vestments to be placed only next to their heads. Rav 
Mesharshiyya said: Given this understanding of that mishna, one can 
learn from here that one who places phylacteries to the side of his 
head when he sleeps has done well; there is no concern that he will 
turn over in his sleep and lie upon them. 


So too, it is reasonable to say that the mishna permits the vestments 
to be placed only next to their heads and not under their heads; as, if 
it could enter your mind to say that the mishna permits the vestments 
to be placed under their heads, and I would derive that it is prohib- 
ited due to the fact the priestly vestments contain a forbidden mixture 
of diverse kinds," as among them there is the belt, which is woven 
from a mixture of wool and linen. And even if it is assumed that it 
is permitted to derive benefit from priestly vestments, it would still 
be prohibited to lie upon them because by doing so the priests would 
be deriving benefit from a garment made of diverse kinds. 


The Gemara elaborates on the preceding argument: If one claims that 
the mishna permits priests to sleep upon their vestments, it works out 
well according to the one who said: The belt of the High Priest worn 
on Yom Kippur, which does not contain diverse kinds, is the same as 
the belt of a common priest. According to this view, the common 
priest’s belt does not contain diverse kinds, and therefore it may be 
permitted for a priest to sleep upon it. However, according to the one 
who said that the High Priest’s belt on Yom Kippur is not the same 
as the belt of acommon priest, and that the belt of the common priest 
is made of diverse kinds, what is there to say? How could the mishna 
possibly permit priests to sleep upon their vestments? 


And if you say that with regard to the prohibition of diverse kinds 
only wearing or placing the garment upon oneself is prohibited, but 
spreading them out and lying upon them on is permitted, and as such 
it should be permitted for the priests to sleep upon their vestments, 
this is incorrect. As, wasn’t it taught in a baraita that the verse states: 


(Leviticus 19:19), which implies: But you are permitted to spread it 
beneath you to lie upon. This is true according to Torah law, but the 
Sages said: It is prohibited to do so, lest a fiber wrap upon his flesh, 
which would lead to the transgression of the Torah prohibition. 


And if you say that a priest could still avoid the prohibition of diverse 
kinds by placing a separation between himself and the belt containing 
diverse kinds, didn’t Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi say that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said in the name 
of the holy community in Jerusalem: Even if there are ten mat- 
tresses piled one atop the other and a garment of diverse kinds" is 
placed underneath them all, it is prohibited to sleep upon them? 
This is because the rabbinic decree is applied equally to all cases irre- 
spective of whether the original concern exists. Therefore, there 
can be no way for the priests to sleep upon the vestments without 
transgressing the prohibition of diverse kinds. Rather, must one 
not conclude from the preceding discussion that the mishna permits 
the vestments to be placed only next to their heads? The Gemara 
concludes: Learn from it that this is indeed so. 


Neither shall there come upon you a garment of diverse kinds” 


NOTES 


And | would derive that it is prohibited due to di- 
verse kinds — xs own b piam: Why does the 
Gemara take for granted that the violation of the 
prohibtion against wearing diverse kinds applies, as 
opposed to the prohibition against misuse of con- 
secrated property? Some suggest that the Gemara 
did not consider this challenge because it is possible 
to entirely avoid this prohibition by consecrating 
the priestly vestments under the condition that the 
priests be permitted to derive benefit from them (To- 
safot Yeshanim). The issue is debated at length by 
the later commentaries, who discuss whether and to 
what extent the priestly vestments have the status of 
sacred vessels, such that they would be subject to the 
prohibition of misuse of consecrated property. 


HALAKHA 


Ten mattresses...and diverse kinds — ...niyyn wy 
Dyba: According to Torah law it is permitted to si 
on mattresses made of diverse kinds. However, by 
rabbinic law it is prohibited to sit upon a garmen 
made of diverse kinds, even if there are ten mattresses 
in between. This halakha applies to a soft garment, 
but it is permitted to sleep upon a stiff garment i 
it does not touch one’s skin. This is permitted only 
when it is placed on something hard, such that there 
is no concern that it will fold over and cover part o 
one's skin. Therefore, it would be prohibited to sit on 
a stiff garment which lay on a soft bed. Some au- 
thorities say that these halakhot apply only in cases 
of diverse kinds prohibited by Torah law, but would 
be permitted for mixtures of diverse kinds prohibited 
by rabbinic law. However, it is certainly prohibited to 
do so ab initio (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 3011, and in 
the comment of the Rema). 
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LANGUAGE 
Felt [namta] - saa: From the Middle Iranian namat, related to 
Middle Persian namad, meaning mat or thick blanket. In modern 
Persian the word means felt. 


_ BACKGROUND Ž 

Stiff felt — x93 KYN): Felt is made from various types of fibers, such 
as wool or cotton. When treated with heat, moisture and pressure, the 
fibers are mixed to create a single entity that is not woven but bound 
together. Wool fibers are especially good for making felt because one 
can easily mix them with a certain amount of other materials, includ- 
ing linen. Such a mixture would be considered diverse kinds. The felt 
is sometimes shrunken to make it more close-knit and sturdy, and 
his is what the Gemara refers to here. 


Megillat Ta‘anit — ayn bon: Megillat Taanit is a chronicle which 
enumerates various days throughout the year on which the Jewish 
People experienced victories and salvations. The dates were desig- 
nated as joyous days and the Sages decreed that it was forbidden 
o observe a fast day on them. Consequently, Megillat Ta‘anit, which 
means literally: The scroll of fast days, lists the days on which one 
may not fast. Composed mainly during the Second Temple period, 
he chronicle is one of the earliest halakhic texts, and significantly 
predates the writing of the Mishna. Following the destruction of the 
Second Temple, the chronicle was annulled, i.e., the days were no lon- 
ger observed and it was permitted to observe fast days on those dates. 


Mount Gerizim - Da 97: The Samaritans, also known as the Cuthe- 


ans, built a shrine there during the early Second Temple period and 
directed their prayers there instead of to Jerusalem. Members of 
this sect, which still exists in very small numbers, live chiefly on the 
mountain slopes and in adjacent Shechem. They still perform the 
sacrifice of the Paschal lamb according to their interpretation of the 
verses. The ceremony attracts many tourists. 


Map showing location of Mount Gerizim 


Mount Gerizim 
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Rav Ashi said: Actually, the mishna may be understood as 

permitting the vestments to be placed under their heads. One 

should not object that by doing so the priests would be deriving 
benefit from a garment made of diverse kinds because priest- 
ly vestments, and specifically the belt, are stiff, and therefore 

the prohibition of diverse kinds does not apply to them. This is 

in accordance with that which Rav Huna, son of Rabbi Yeho- 
shua, said: This stiff felt [namta], made of diverse kinds," 

that is produced in the city of Neresh, is permitted, since a stiff 
object does not wrap around the body to provide warmth, and 

therefore the person wearing is not considered to have derived 

benefit from it. 


Since the mishna’s intention is uncertain, it cannot provide a 
clear proof for the dilemma of whether it is permitted to derive 
benefit from priestly vestments. The Gemara therefore suggests 
another proof: Come and hear an explicit baraita concerning 
this issue: With regard to priestly vestments, it is prohibited 
to go out to the country, i.e., outside the Temple, while wearing 
them, but in the Temple it is permitted for the priests to wear 
them, whether during the Temple service or not during the 
service, due to the fact that it is permitted to derive benefit 
from priestly vestments." Learn from this that it is indeed 
permitted. 


§ The baraita taught that the priestly vestments may not be 
worn outside the Temple. The Gemara challenges this: Is it re- 
ally not permitted to wear priestly vestments in the country? 
Wasn't it taught in another baraita, in Megillat Ta‘anit:° The 
twenty-fifth of Tevet is known as the day of Mount Gerizim,’ 
which was established as a joyful day, and therefore eulogizing 
is not permitted. 


What occurred on that date? It was on that day that the 
Samaritans [kutim] requested the House of our Lord from 
Alexander the Macedonian in order to destroy it, and he gave 
it to them, i.e., he gave them permission to destroy it. People 
came and informed the High Priest, Shimon HaTzaddik, of 
what had transpired. What did he do? He donned the priestly 
vestments and wrapped himself in the priestly vestments. 
And the nobles of the Jewish People were with him, with 
torches of fire in their hands. And all that night, these, the 
representatives of the Jewish people, approached from this 
side, and those, the armies of Alexander and the Samaritans, 
approached from that side, until dawn, when they finally saw 
one another. 


= NOTES © 


Stiff felt of diverse kinds - 129 x123 Kyn) bw obo: 
Rashi implies that the reason stiff garments of diverse kinds 
are permitted is because it is impossible to be warmed 
by wearing stiff material. Therefore, even if one wears 


Stiff felt of diverse kinds - 125 wa xvi bw Dx: 
It is permitted to lie upon stiff garments made from diverse 
kinds, and it is even permitted to wear stiff felt made from 
diverse kinds. Nevertheless, some are careful to avoid even 
such garments (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 301:2). 


It is permitted to derive benefit from priestly vestments — 
pita nist) samy maim "a: It is permitted to derive ben- 
efit from priestly vestments, and therefore priests would 


= HALAKHA ~ 


them, it is not considered a normal act of wearing and is 
therefore excluded from the prohibition (but see Tosafot 
and Tosafot Yeshanim, who disagree; see also Halakha 
notes). 


wear them the entire day that they served in the Temple, 
even when not on duty. This is in accordance with the 
conclusion of the Gemara here. The Rambam rules that 
the belt provided an exception to this rule because it was 
made of diverse kinds. It was therefore only permitted to 
be worn while engaged in a service. However, the Ra’avad 
argues that it is permitted for a priest to wear the belt even 
when he is not engaged in a service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:11-12). 
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When dawn arrived, Alexander said to the Samaritans: Who are 
these people coming to meet us? They said to him: These are 
the Jews who rebelled against you. When he reached 
Antipatris,® the sun shone and the two camps met each other. 
When Alexander saw Shimon HaTzaddik, he descended from 
his chariot and bowed before him. His escorts said to him: 
Should an important king such as you bow to this Jew? He said 
to them: I do so because the image of this man’s face" is victori- 
ous before me on my battlefields, i.e., when I fight I see his im- 
age going before me as a sign of victory, and therefore I know that 
he has supreme sanctity.® 


He said to the representatives of the Jewish people: Why have 
you come? They said to him: Is it possible that the Temple, the 
house in which we pray for you and for your kingdom not to 
be destroyed, gentiles will try to mislead you into destroying 
it, and we would remain silent and not tell you? He said to them: 
Who are these people who want to destroy it? The Jews said to 
him: They are these Samaritans who stand before you. He said 
to them: If so, they are delivered into your hands to deal with 
them as you please. 


Immediately, they stabbed the Samaritans in their heels and 
hung them from their horses’ tails and continued to drag them 
over the thorns and thistles until they reached Mount Gerizim. 
When they arrived at Mount Gerizim, where the Samaritans 
had their temple, they plowed it over and seeded the area with 
leeks, a symbol of total destruction. This was just as they had 
sought to do to the House of our Lord. And they made that 
day a festival to celebrate the salvation of the Temple and the 
defeat of the Samaritans. 


It is apparent from the baraita that Shimon HaTzaddik wore the 
priestly vestments even outside the Temple. This would seem to 
be in contravention of the ruling of the other baraita prohibiting 
this. The Gemara resolves the contradiction: If you wish, say 
Shimon HaTzaddik did not wear a set of genuine, sanctified 
priestly vestments; rather, he wore garments that were fitting to 
be priestly vestments in that they were made of the same mate- 
rial and design. And if you wish, say instead that he indeed wore 
a set of genuine priestly vestments, but in times of great need, 
such as when one seeks to prevent the destruction of the Temple, 
it is permitted to violate the halakha, as indicated by the verse: 


“It is time to act for the Lord, they have nullified your Torah” 


(Psalms 119:126). 


§ It was taught in the mishna: The synagogue attendant takes 
a Torah scroll" and gives it to the head of the synagogue, who 
gives it to the deputy High Priest, who gives it to the High Priest. 
The Gemara suggests: Learn from here that honor may be given 
to a student in the presence of the teacher. Although the High 
Priest is considered everyone's teacher and master, honor was 
nevertheless extended to other individuals without fear of im- 
pugning the High Priest’s honor. Abaye said: A proof may not 
be adduced from here because the entire process is for the 
honor of the High Priest. The passing of the Torah scroll to 
people of increasing importance demonstrates that the High 
Priest is considered the most important of all those present." 


§ It was further taught in the mishna: The High Priest stands 
and receives the scroll from the Deputy. By inference, until that 
point he had been sitting. But didn’t we learn in a mishna: 


HALAKHA 


Honoring a student — Tbn 733 npn: A student may by the respect shown to his pupil, it is permitted. This ruling 


not be honored in the presence of his teacher, unless his 


is based on the Gemara here (Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


teacher honors him too. However, if the teacher is honored Dea 242:21). 


BACKGROUND 

Antipatris — WY: This city in Eretz Yisrael was founded 
by Herod and named in honor of his father. Its location was 
apparently next to the Rosh HaAyin springs, at the crossroads 
to Jerusalem, Caesarea, and Jaffa. Although the city was 
built in the time of Herod, it was constructed at the site of 
an older town. For generations it was considered to be the 
border of the Judea. 


Antipatris 


The meeting of the High Priest and Alexander - n33 
spose) bins yan: The description of the meeting be- 
tween Alexander and the High Priest is cited by Josephus 
with some variation. Although Greek sources do not refer to 
the episode, it seems that this meeting did in fact occur, as 
described in the Talmud, at the location of the future city of 
Antipatris. This location was on the main road south, toward 
Egypt, on which Alexander traveled. According to Josephus 
the meeting was connected to the High Priest's reluctance to 
violate his pledge of allegiance to the Persian king. The Per- 
sians were at war with Alexander, and the situation provided 
a pretext for the enemies of the Jewish people, primarily the 
Samaritans, to turn the Greeks against them. 


NOTES 
The image of this man’s face - m bw ipt mat: This mir- 
acle was performed for Alexander in order to provide the 
circumstances which ultimately saved the Jewish people 
rom danger and the Temple from destruction (/yyun Yaakov). 


Takes a Torah scroll - mya sap dui: Generally, the halakha is 
hat out of deference to the honor of a Torah scroll, it should 
not be brought to the location of the person who needs to 
read it; rather, that person should exert himself to come to 
he location of the Torah scroll. Therefore, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud the question is raised as to why it was permitted in 
his case for the Torah scroll to be brought from the syna- 
gogue to the Temple courtyard so that the High Priest could 
read from it there. It is explained that this was permitted 
because honoring the High Priest, who represents the Torah, 
is considered an act of honoring the Torah itself. For a similar 
reason it was also permitted to bring a Torah scroll to the 
Exilarch, who was a scion of the Davidic dynasty. 
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HALAKHA 


Sitting in the courtyard - nya maw»: It is prohibited 
for any person other than the kings of the House of David 
to sit anywhere in the Israelite courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:6). 


NOTES 


What is the meaning of great here - bing IN: Since 
the use of this term does not appear as part of a prayer 
or praise, but within the narrative describing the event, it 
is unlikely that it is simply a praise of God. Rather, it must 
allude to something additional that occurred that day. 
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Sitting in the Temple courtyard is permitted only for kings of the 
House of David, as it is stated: “Then King David went in and sat 
before the Lord” (1 Chronicles 17:16)? How, then, could the High 
Priest have been sitting? The Gemara explains: As Rav Hisda said 
in a similar context: This took place not in the Israelite courtyard, 
where the prohibition against sitting applies, but in the women’s 
courtyard. Here, too, the reading was in the women’s courtyard, 
where it is permitted to sit." 


§ The Gemara clarifies: And where was this statement of Rav Hisda 
originally stated? It was stated in relation to the following: The 
Sages raised an objection based on that which was taught in a 
baraita: Where did they read the Torah scroll in fulfillment of the 
mitzva of assembly, in which the Torah is publicly read on the Sukkot 
following the Sabbatical Year? It was read in the Temple courtyard. 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: It is read on the Temple Mount, 
as it is stated concerning the public reading performed by Ezra: 
“And he read from it before the wide road that was before the Gate 
of the Water” (Nehemiah 8:3). And Rav Hisda said: The courtyard 
referred to by the first tanna is the women’s courtyard. 


Apropos the verse in Nehemiah, the Gemara interprets an adjacent 
verse homiletically. It is stated: “And Ezra blessed the Lord, the 
great God” (Nehemiah 8:6). The Gemara asks: What is the mean- 
ing of “great” here?" Rav Yosef said that Rav said: It means that he 
ascribed greatness to Him by enunciating God's explicit name. 
Rav Giddel said: He established that one should say at the conclu- 
sion of every blessing: “Blessed be the Lord, God of Israel, from 
eternity to eternity” (1 Chronicles 16:36). 


Abaye said to Rav Dimi: Why does Rav Giddel interpret it this way? 
Perhaps the meaning of “great” is that he ascribed greatness to 
Him by enunciating God's explicit name? Rav Dimi said to him: 
The explicit name may not be enunciated in the provinces, i.e., 
outside the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: And is this really not permitted? Isn’t it written: 
“And Ezra the Scribe stood upon a pulpit of wood, which they had 
made for the purpose... and Ezra blessed the Lord, the great God” 
(Nehemiah 8:4-6); and Rav Giddel said: “Great” in this verse 
means that he ascribed greatness to Him by enunciating God's 
explicit name. Since this event took place outside the Temple (see 
Nehemiah 8:3), it suggests that God’s explicit name may indeed be 
enunciated outside the Temple. The Gemara answers: That cannot 
be proven from here because the permission to use God’s explicit 
name in that context was a provisional edict issued in exigent cir- 
cumstances, since the people had uniquely come together in a 
prayerful commitment to God. 


The Gemara recounts the event described in the verses: The verse 
states: And they cried with a loud voice to the Lord their God 
(Nehemiah 9:4). What was said? Rav said, and some say it was 
Rabbi Yohanan who said: Woe, woe. It is this, i.e., the evil inclina- 
tion for idol worship, that destroyed the Temple, and burned its 
Sanctuary, and murdered all the righteous ones, and caused the 
Jewish people to be exiled from their land. And it still dances 
among us, i.e., it still affects us. Didn’t You gave it to us for solely 
for the purpose of our receiving reward for overcoming it. We do 
not want it, and we do not want its reward. We are prepared to 
forgo the potential rewards for overcoming the evil inclination as 
long as it departs from us. 


In response to their prayer a note fell to them from the heavens 
upon which was written: Truth, indicating that God accepted their 
request. 
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The Gemara makes a parenthetical observation. Rav Hanina said: 
Learn from this that the seal of the Holy One, Blessed be He, is 
truth. 


In response to the indication of divine acceptance, they observed 
a fast for three days and three nights, and He delivered the evil 
inclination to them. A form ofa fiery lion cub came forth from 
the chamber of the Holy of Holies. Zechariah the prophet said 
to the Jewish people: This is the evil inclination for idol worship, 
as it is stated in the verse that refers to this event: “And he said: 
This is the evil one” (Zechariah 5:8). The use of the word “this” 
indicates that the evil inclination was perceived in a physical form. 


When they caught hold of it one of its hairs fell, and it let out a 
shriek of pain that was heard for four hundred parasangs. They 
said: What should we do to kill it? Perhaps, Heaven forfend, 
they will have mercy upon him from Heaven, since it cries out 
so much. The prophet said to them: Throw it into a container 
made of lead and seal the opening with lead, since lead absorbs 
sound. As it is stated: “And he said: This is the evil one. And he 
cast it down into the midst of the measure, and he cast a stone 
of lead upon its opening” (Zechariah 5:8). They followed this 
advice and were freed of the evil inclination for idol worship. 


When they saw that the evil inclination for idol worship was de- 
livered into their hands as they requested, the Sages said: Since 
it is an auspicious time, let us pray also concerning the evil in- 
clination for sin in the area of sexual relationships. They prayed, 
and it was also delivered into their hands. 


Zechariah the prophet said to them: See and understand that if 
you kill this evil inclination the world will be destroyed because 
as a result there will also no longer be any desire to procreate. They 
followed his warning, and instead of killing the evil inclination 
they imprisoned it for three days. At that time, people searched 
for a fresh egg throughout all of Eretz Yisrael and could not find 
one. Since the inclination to reproduce was quashed, the chickens 
stopped laying eggs. They said: What should we do? If we kill it, 
the world will be destroyed. If we pray for half, i.e., that only half 
its power be annulled, nothing will be achieved because Heaven 
does not grant half gifts, only whole gifts. What did they do? They 
gouged out its eyes, effectively limiting its power, and set it free. 
And this was effective to the extent that a person is no longer 
aroused to commit incest with his close relatives." 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of the verse in Nehemiah 
cited above: In the West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, they taught the debate 
concerning the verse “the Lord, the great God” as follows: Rav 
Giddel said: “Great” means that he ascribed greatness to Him 
by enunciating God's explicit name. And Rav Mattana said: They 
reinserted the following appellations of God into their prayers: 
“The great, the mighty, and the awesome God” (Nehemiah 9:32). 


The Gemara comments: This interpretation that Rav Mattana 
said leans to, i.e., is consonant with, the exposition of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi. As Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: Why are 
the Sages of those generations called the members of the Great 
Assembly? It is because they returned the crown of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, to its former glory. How so? Moses came 
and said in his prayer: “The great, the mighty, and the awe- 
some" God” (Deuteronomy 10:17). Jeremiah the prophet came 
and said: Gentiles, i.e., the minions of Nebuchadnezzar, are ca- 
rousing in His sanctuary; where is His awesomeness? Therefore, 
he did not say awesome in his prayer: “The great God, the mighty 
Lord of Hosts, is His name” (Jeremiah 32:18). Daniel came and 
said: Gentiles are enslaving His children; where is His might? 
Therefore he did not say mighty in his prayer: “The great and 
awesome God” (Daniel 9:4). 


he publisher 


NOTES 

Killing the evil inclination — y7 3%? nyy: Some 
explain that the Gemara’s description alludes to 
the measures taken by the members of the Great 
Assembly to curb the sinful activity that was wide- 
spread during the First Temple era. Through the 
public teaching of Torah they succeeded in increas- 
ing the people's knowledge and commitment to 
the Torah, which was effective in weaning them 
away from their desire for idolatry. Nevertheless, this 
was not enough to eliminate the people's sexual 
passions. However, through several decrees govern- 
ing the modesty of women in the home, they did 
succeed in reducing the desire to sin with close 
relatives (Ya‘arot Devash). 


The great, the mighty, and the awesome -5in7 
xin jay: Jeremiah, who witnessed the destruc- 
tion of the Temple, did not feel it appropriate to 
describe God as awesome. Daniel, who lived after 
the destruction and saw the enslavement of the 
Jewish people, ceased to describe God as mighty 
(Maharsha). 
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NOTES 

This is the might of His might — inya NVI NT it: 
Just as with regard to a person it is said: Who is mighty? 
One who conquers his inclination (Avot 4:1); so too, the 
same idea may be said of God. God's might is mani- 
fested not only by fighting the Jewish people's wars. 
His decision to restrain Himself and refrain from im- 
mediately punishing those who attack His people is 
itself an illustration of His might. 


One may not skip sections in the Torah — ot px 
mina: Since the Torah contains numerous mitzvot 
containing a great deal of technical information, if one 
skips material he may cause it to be hard to understand, 
and he runs the risk of confusing people. The Prophets, 
on the other hand, contain primarily words of rebuke 
and consolation. Therefore, even if some sections are 
skipped, the message of the material may still be ap- 
preciated (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Skipping passages during reading - 7x1) abr: 
It is permitted to skip material when reading from 
the Prophets, but not when reading from the Torah. 
Nevertheless, this is prohibited only when switching 
from one topic to another; it is permitted to skip to a 
new passage within the same topic. That is the case 
provided the reader does not skip from the end of the 
book to its beginning but follows the book's sequence. 
With regard to the Prophets it is permitted to skip only 
within a single book, with the Twelve Prophets consid- 
ered as one book. When skipping while reading from 
the Prophets, care must be taken to do so only if the 
resulting delay is short enough that the translator does 
not end up waiting in silence for the reader to continue 
reading. Nowadays, when the haftara is not read from 
a scroll but from a book, there is no prohibition against 
skipping passages during the recitation (Mishna Berura; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1441). 


BACKGROUND 


The translator — paart: Already during the period of 
he Mishna, the accepted custom was to read from the 
Bible in the original Hebrew and to accompany each 
verse with an oral Aramaic translation. The reader and 
he translator alternated for the duration of the read- 
ing. Although this custom continued throughout the 
period of the Talmud and even later, most communi- 
ies abandoned the custom when Aramaic fell into 
disuse. Today, only Yemenite congregations maintain 
his custom, with some translating the Torah into both 
Aramaic and Arabic. 
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The members of the Great Assembly came and said: On the contrary, 
this is the might of His might," i.e. this is the fullest expression of it, that 
He conquers His inclination in that He exercises patience toward the 
wicked. God’s anger is flared by the gentile nations’ enslavement of His 
people, yet He expresses tremendous might by suppressing His anger 
and holding back from punishing them immediately. Therefore, it is still 
appropriate to refer to God as mighty. And these acts also express His 
awesomeness: Were it not for the awesomeness of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, how could one people, i.e., the Jewish people, who are 
alone and hated by the gentile nations, survive among the nations? 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, i.e., Jeremiah and Daniel, how could 
they do this and uproot an ordinance instituted by Moses, the greatest 
teacher, who instituted the mention of these attributes in prayer? Rabbi 
Elazar said: They did so because they knew of the Holy One Blessed 
be He, that He is truthful and hates a lie. Consequently, they did not 
speak falsely about Him. Since they did not perceive His attributes of 
might and awesomeness, they did not refer to them; therefore, they can- 
not be criticized for doing so. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And he reads from the scroll the Torah 
portion beginning with the verse: “After the death” (Leviticus 16:1), and 
the portion beginning with the verse: “But on the tenth” (Leviticus 
23:26). Although both of these portions appear in the book of Leviticus, 
they are not adjacent to one another. Perforce, the High Priest skipped 
the sections in between the two portions. The Gemara raises a contradic- 
tion: It is taught in a mishna in tractate Megilla: One may skip sections 
when reading the haftara in the Prophets, but one may not skip sections 
when reading in the Torah." 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult: There, in the mishna in 
tractate Megilla that teaches that one may not skip, the intention is that 
one should not skip if the sections are so far apart from one another that 
the delay caused by doing so will be of such length that the translator® 
who recites the Aramaic translation will conclude his translation before 
the next section is reached. In that case, the community would have to 
remain in silence while waiting for the next section to be reached, which 
is considered disrespectful of the community’s honor. Here, in the 
case of the mishna, where it is permitted to skip, the delay caused is of 
such short length that the translator will still not conclude his 
translation before the new section is reached. 


The Gemara challenges this resolution: But it was taught concerning 
this statement in the continuation of that mishna: One may skip sections 
when reading in the Prophets, and one may not skip sections when 
reading in the Torah. And how much may one skip? One may skip when 
the section skipped is of such short length that when the furling of the 
scroll is completed the translator will still not have concluded his trans- 
lation. The baraita implies that the qualification for the length of the 
section that may be skipped applies only to reading the Prophets, but 
when reading the Torah, one may not skip at all. The Gemara’s resolution 
is therefore refuted. 


The Gemara offers a different resolution. Abaye said: This is not difficult. 
Here, in the case of the mishna here, where it is permitted to skip, it is 
referring to when both sections pertain to a single topic, and therefore 
the listeners will be unaware that sections were skipped. There, in the 
mishna in tractate Megilla, which teaches that one may not skip, it is 
referring to when the two sections pertain to two different topics. 


As it was taught in a baraita: One may skip sections when reading in the 

Torah when both sections read pertain to one topic, and in the Proph- 
ets one may skip from one section to another even if they pertain to two 

different topics. Both here and there, one may skip only when the sec- 
tion skipped is of such short length that when furling is completed the 

translator will still not have concluded his translation. But one may not 

skip from one book of the Prophets to another book of the Prophets 

even if both pertain to the same topic, and even if the gap between them 

is short. However, among the books of the Twelve Prophets one may 
skip, as the twelve are considered one book for these purposes. 
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All this is provided that he does not skip from the end of the book 
to its beginning, since then it would be clear to everyone that he is 
skipping text. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: The High Priest furls the Torah 
scroll and places it on his bosom and says: More than what I have 
read before you is written here. The Gemara comments: And why 
must he say all this?" It is so as not to cast aspersions on the Torah 
scroll, because people might think that the portion he read by heart 
is not written there. 


§ It was further taught in the mishna: The Torah portion beginning 
with the verse: “And on the tenth,” from the book of Numbers 
(29:7), he reads by heart. The Gemara asks: Why does he read it 
by heart? Let him furl the scroll to that portion and read it from 
the text. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said that Rav Sheshet 
said: It is because one may not furl a Torah scroll in public, 
out of respect for the community. It is inappropriate to make the 
community wait until they have reached the next section." 


But why not let another Torah scroll be brought that has previ- 
ously been furled to that portion and read from it? Rav Huna bar 
Yehuda said: People might mistakenly think the second scroll was 
brought due to a flaw that was found in the first one." And Reish 
Lakish said a different reason: A second scroll should not be 
brought due to the fact that doing do will cause an unnecessary 
blessing" to be recited; before reading from a new scroll the High 
Priest would have to repeat the blessings required upon reading 
from the Torah. Therefore, it is preferable that he read by heart. 


The Gemara questions Rav Huna bar Yehuda’s answer: Are we re- 
ally concerned that people will think the first scroll had a flaw? 
Didn’t Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha say: When the New Moon of 
Tevet, which always occurs during Hanukkah, occurs on Shabbat," 
one brings and reads from three Torah scrolls. One reads from one 
scroll the topic of the day, i.e., the weekly portion; and from one 
scroll the portion of the New Moon; and from one scroll a passage 
related to Hanukkah. It is apparent from the statement of Rabbi 
Yitzhak Nappaha that many Torah scrolls may be used, and there is 
no concern that people will mistakenly think one or more had a flaw. 


The Gemara explains: When three men read from three scrolls 
there is no concern that people will think there was a flaw, since 
people assume that it is befitting for each individual to receive his 
own scroll. But when one man reads from two scrolls, there is a 
concern that people will think there is a flaw, and they will not real- 
ize that this was done only to avoid forcing the community to wait 
while the scroll was furled. 


HALAKHA 


Furling a Torah scroll in public - a¥3 min 399 nyh: A son may not read from two Torah scrolls, lest people say that 


Torah scroll is not rolled before a waiting congregation, out of 
respect for the assembly, in accordance with the Gemara here. 
If there is only one Torah scroll from which two different pas- 
sages must be read, it is rolled despite the delay caused to the 
congregation (Ritva; Mordekhai). In that situation the people 
understand and forgive the slight to their honor (Mishna 
Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 144:3). 


Due to a flaw in the first one - fry 435 Dwr: One per- 


the first scroll was flawed (Shulhan Arukh Orah Hayyim 144:4). 


The New Moon of Tevet...on Shabbat - ...nab wtin wx 
nawa: When the New Moon of Tevet occurs on Shabbat 
three Torah scrolls are taken out. Six people read from the 
weekly portion from the first scroll, the seventh person 
reads from the portion of the New Moon from the second 
scroll, and then an additional person reads a portion relat- 
ed to Hanukkah from the third scroll (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 684:3). 


—————————_-___ NOTES 
And why all this - ney) 7253): Rashi explains that the question 
is why the High Priest was required to make this statement at 
all. Others suggest that the question is why he placed the scroll 
in his bosom while making the statement. According to this un- 
derstanding, the fact that he continued to hold onto the scroll 
demonstrated that no flaw had been found within (Siah Yitzhak). 


An unnecessary blessing — 7D% AYR T272: Strictly speak- 
ing, if a second scroll is brought, the blessing may and should 
be recited. However, since it is possible to organize matters in 
such a way that one would avoid having to recite an additional 
blessing, if this blessing is nevertheless recited it is considered 
to be an unnecessary blessing (see Tosafot Yeshanim and Ritva). 


YWIPW: PEREK VII: 70A 343 


NOTES 
Eight blessings - maya minw: There a 
and explanations for these eight bless 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


re many versions of 
ings. Some explain 


that the eight blessings include those recited both before 


and after the Torah reading. As such, i 
a total of eight blessings, they do not 


n order to arrive at 
count the blessing 


concerning Jerusalem at all and consider the blessings 
concerning the Jewish people and the rest of the prayer 
as a single blessing (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 

The Hibbur HaTeshuva counts ten blessings. He holds 


that the 


ist of eight blessings does not include the bless- 


ings before and after the Torah reading, as they are not 
unique to Yom Kippur. According to this opinion, the bless- 
ings concerning Jerusalem and concerning the Jewish 


service, Rashi explains that it is essenti 


oday. The author of the Me'iri claims th 


cluded: Who has chosen the service of Israel, His people. 


people are counted as two distinct blessings. 
With regard to the blessing concerning the Temple 


ally the prayer that 


begins the blessing of Temple service in the Amida prayer: 
Find favor. However, in this context the conclusion was 
changed to: That we may serve You alone with reverence, 
similar to the version that exists in some prayer books 


at the blessing con- 


With regard to the blessing for forgiveness, many com- 
mentators suggest it concluded: Forgive our sins...blessed 


are You, God, Who forgives and grants 
sins of Israel, His people; King over all tl 


atonement for the 
he world.” 


For the blessing concerning the Temple, some have the 


following text: Let i 
nally for Your children, and find it accep 
presence of Your divine manifestation 
He Who dwells in the Temple. For the b 


be Your will...to raise Your Temple eter- 


able and make the 
be constant there... 
essing concerning 


the Jewish people, they have: Let it be Your will...that You 


protect Your people the house of Israel 


and help them as 


You have chosen them...He Who chooses Israel His people. 
For the blessing concerning the priests they have: Let 


it be Your will...that You protect the chi 


dren of Aaron, the 


priests of Your sacred people, and help them as You have 


chosen them to stand and serve be 


ore You...He Who 


chooses the priests (Rabbi Yosef ibn Nahmi’esh). However, 


some suggest this blessing ends with 


he words: Blessed 


is He Who chose the descendants of Aaron” (Hibbur 


HaTeshuva). 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: And the High Priest recites eight 
blessings" after the reading." The Sages taught in a baraita that 
these are the eight blessings: 

‘The blessing concerning the Torah is recited in the usual way one 
recites a blessing in the synagogue: Who gives the Torah; 

The three blessings: concerning the Temple service, concerning 
thanksgiving, and concerning pardon of iniquity, are all recited 
according to their established forms in the prayers; 

The blessing concerning the Temple in and of itself; 

The blessing concerning the priests in and of themselves; 

The blessing concerning the Jewish people in and of itself; 

The blessing concerning the rest of the prayer. 


The Sages taught in another baraita: And the blessing concerning 
the rest of the prayer reads: Song, supplication, petition before 
You for Your people Israel, who need to be saved. And he adds 
an additional supplication and concludes the blessing with: The 
One Who hears prayer. And after the High Priest concludes his 
reading, each and every person present brings a Torah scroll from 
his house, although in fact each person had already brought one 
on Yom Kippur eve, and reads from it for himself in order to show 
its beautiful appearance to the community. This is considered 
beautification of the mitzva. 


§ Itwas taught in the mishna: One who sees the High Priest read- 
ing the Torah does not see the bull and goat that are burned, and 
vice versa. This is not because one is not permitted to see both but 
because there is a distance between them and they are performed 
simultaneously. The Gemara comments: It is obvious that this is 
not due to a prohibition; what possible reason could there be to 
prohibit this? The Gemara answers: This was taught explicitly lest 
you say that it is prohibited in accordance with the statement of 
Reish Lakish, as Reish Lakish said: One does not pass over the 
opportunity to perform mitzvot, even if it is in order to perform a 
different mitzva. 


The Gemara clarifies why this principle might have applied here. 
And what mitzva is there in hearing the reading of the High Priest? 
Itis a fulfillment of the principle expressed in the verse: “The king’s 
glory is in the multitude of people” (Proverbs 14:28). Having a 
large assembly involved in a mitzva gives honor to God. Therefore, 
the mishna teaches us that the problem with seeing both events was 
only a practical one. 


MI S HN A If the High Priest read the Torah in sacred 


white fine linen garments, he then sancti- 
fied his hands and feet as he did each time before removing the 
priestly vestments. He then removed the linen garments, descend- 
ed to the ritual bath, and immersed. Afterward he ascended and 
dried himself with a towel, and they brought him the golden 
garments of the High Priesthood, and he dressed in them and 
sanctified his hands and feet. 


Eight blessings of the High Priest — bina jn bw nida minw: 
The Rambam explains that after the High Priest finishes reading 
from the Torah, he recites eight blessings: The final blessing 
over the Torah: Who has given us the Torah of truth; the blessing 
concerning the Temple service: Find favor in Your people Israel 
and accept the service in Your most holy House...for You alone 
do we serve with reverence; the blessing concerning thanksgiv- 
ing: We give thanks to You; the blessing concerning pardon of 
iniquity: Pardon us, which concludes with: He Who pardons the 
iniquity of Israel, His people, with compassion; a blessing that 
oundation, which concludes 


the Temple should stand upon its 


HALAKHA 


with: He Who dwells in Zion; one for the redemption of the 
Jewish people, which concludes with: Who chose the Jewish 
People; and a blessing that God should find the service of the 
priests acceptable, which concludes with: Who sanctifies the 
priests. The High Priest then recites a general prayer of praise and 
request, and concludes it with: God, save Your people Israel... He 
Who hears prayer. 

Some early commentators understood the Gemara in other 
ways and therefore came to different conclusions with regard to 
which blessings were said (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 4:11). 
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The mishna addresses those offerings whose sacrifice has still not 
been mentioned. The verses in Leviticus, chapter 16, detail the 
special offerings of the atonement service of Yom Kippur. Of 
those offerings, the ram of the High Priest and the ram of the 
people have still not been addressed. In addition to this, the ad- 
ditional offerings of Yom Kippur detailed in Numbers, chapter 29, 
have not yet been discussed. These include seven one-year-old 
lambs and a bull to be brought as a burnt-offering and a goat to be 
brought as a sin-offering. The mishna continues: He emerged and 
offered his ram and the ram of the people and the seven un- 
blemished year-old lambs mandated to be offered that day. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Akiva says: Those of- 
ferings were not sacrificed at this point; rather, they were sacri- 
ficed with the daily morning offering; and the bull of the Yom 
Kippur burnt-offering; and the goat whose services are per- 
formed outside of the Sanctuary, i.e., in the Temple courtyard, 
were sacrificed with the daily afternoon offering." 


After sacrificing these offerings, he sanctified his hands and feet 
and removed the golden garments, and he descended into the 
ritual bath and immersed and ascended and dried himself. 


They brought him the white garments again, and he dressed in 
them and sanctified his hands and feet. Afterward he entered 
the Holy of Holies to take out the incense spoon and the coal 
pan, which he had brought there earlier. He again sanctified his 
hands and feet and removed the white garments and descended 
to the ritual bath and immersed and ascended and dried himself 
with a towel. 


They brought him the golden garments, and he dressed in them 
and sanctified his hands and feet and entered the Sanctuary 
to burn the afternoon incense and to remove the ashes from 
the lamps,’ which signified the end of the day’s service. And he 
sanctified his hands and feet and removed the golden garments, 
and he descended to the ritual bath and immersed and ascended 
and dried himself. 


They then brought him his own clothing and he dressed, since 
the service was complete and Yom Kippur was over; and the 
people escort him to his house in deference to him. And the High 
Priest would make a feast" for his loved ones and his friends 
when he emerged in peace" from the Sanctuary. 


‘© E M A RA It was taught in the mishna: Rabbi Akiva 


said the seven lambs were sacrificed with 
the daily morning offering; and the bull of the Yom Kippur burnt- 
offering; and the goat whose services are performed outside of 
the Sanctuary, i.e. in the Temple courtyard, with the daily after- 
noon offering. It is unclear whether the middle clause concerning 
the bull should be read as a continuation of the first clause, or as 
relating to the latter clause. The Gemara seeks to clarify this am- 
biguity. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is Rabbi 
Akiva saying? Does he mean to say the seven lambs were sacri- 
ficed with the daily morning offering, whereas the bull of the 
Yom Kippur burnt-offering and the goat whose services are 
performed outside were sacrificed with the daily afternoon 
offering? 


Or perhaps this is what he is saying: The seven lambs were 
sacrificed with the daily morning offering and the bull of the 
Yom Kippur burnt-offering together with them, whereas the 
goat whose services are performed outside, i.e., in the Temple 
courtyard, was sacrificed with the daily afternoon offering. 


And furthermore, another dilemma: With regard to the bull of 
the Yom Kippur burnt-offering, according to Rabbi Eliezer’s 
opinion: Since he omitted mention of it, it must be clarified when 
the High Priest performs its sacrifice. Is it sacrificed at this point 
in the day, or at another time? 


NOTES 

The opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Akiva - 1a now 
xDpY aN aw dy: Some commentaries suggest that Rabbi 
Akiva’s statement here is to be read as a parenthetical comment 
within the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, highlighting the major 
point of dispute between the two opinions. As such, the continu- 
ation of the mishna should be read as a continuation of Rabbi 
Eliezer's statement. Accordingly, the statements of both Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Akiva in the mishna strongly parallel their state- 
ments as recorded in the baraita and Tosefta that are quoted by 
the Gemara (Rav Shmuel Strashun; see Joledot Yitzhak). 

In the Jerusalem Talmud a third opinion on the matter is cited, 
namely that of the Rabbis. They disagree with both Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Akiva and hold that all of the offerings are sacrificed 
ogether with the afternoon daily offering. 


And he would make a feast - nwiy my ajv Dir: Some explain 
hat he made this feast the day after Yom Kippur, which is why 
some refer to the day after Yom Kippur as Simhat Kohen, the 
Priest's Joy (see Rabbeinu Yehonatan and Meiri). 


When he emerged in peace - ibwa sew: This was a cause for 
celebration. The service had been “completed with neither the 
High Priest being disqualified nor any harm befalling him while 
inside the Holy of Holies (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


BACKGROUND 
And to remove the ashes from the lamps - nin ny sors: 


Priest removing the ashes from the lamps 
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NOTES 


Order of the service — Mia v1: There are many different 
opinions concerning the exact order of all the services on Yom 
Kippur. See the Halakha note for the opinion of the Rambam. 
It would appear that Josafot concur with this view. Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan, Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi, and the author of the Meiri 
all rule that the daily afternoon offering was sacrificed only at 
the fifth immersion. It is stated in The Jerusalem Talmud that the 
High Priest first sacrifices all the sin-offerings, including those of 
the additional offerings of the day, and afterward he sacrifices 
all the burnt-offerings. 


HALAKHA 


Conclusion of the day's service - nit ntiay own: After the 
High Priest reads from the Torah and recites his blessings, he 
removes his white garments and immerses and dons the golden 
garments. He sanctifies his hands and feet and sacrifices the goat 
or a sin-offering which is the Festival's additional offering, and 
his ram and the people's ram. He burns the sacrificial parts of 
he bull and the goat and sacrifices the daily afternoon offering. 
He undresses and immerses and dons the white garments and 
sanctifies himself. He then removes the spoon and coal pan from 
he Holy of Holies. He immerses and dons the golden garments 
and sanctifies himself and burns the incense of the afternoon. He 
sanctifies his hands and feet, takes off the golden garments and 
dons his own clothing. He leaves for his home accompanied by 
the people, who escort him (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom Hakippurim 4:2). 


Perek VII 
Daf7o Amud b 


—— NOTES 

Besides the sin-offering of atonement - wya27 NKUN sadn: 
This phrase is superfluous, because it is obvious that one sin of- 
fering cannot be substituted for the other. The Gemara therefore 
explains that it teaches an additional matter, either regarding 
the timing of the offering or regarding the nature of its atone- 
ment (Ritva). 


For what this one atones, that one atones — m 38531 Mw ma 
p27: Both offerings atone for unwitting violations of the ritual 
purity of the Temple, e.g. if one entered the Temple while ritually 
impure. There are several circumstances in which such a violation 
can occur. With regard to a person who was initially aware of his 
impurity but then forgot and entered the Temple, if he becomes 
aware of the violation he brings a sliding-scale sin-offering, If he 
was originally aware of his impurity but then forgot and entered 
the Temple and did not later become aware of the violation, 
he achieves atonement through the inner sin-offering of Yom 
Kippur, i.e., the sin-offering whose blood was sprinkled inside 
the Holy of Holies. If he was originally unaware of his impurity 
and entered the Temple but then learned of his impurity, the 
outer goat of Yom Kippur, i.e., the sin-offering whose blood was 
sprinkled upon the altar in the Temple courtyard, atones for his 
transgression (see Meir’). 
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And furthermore, another dilemma: According to both 

Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion and according to Rabbi Akiva’s opin- 
ion, since neither of them mentioned the portions of the sin- 
offering to be consumed on the altar, it must be clarified when 

the High Priest performs their service and places them on the 

altar. 


Rava said: You will only find it properly explained either 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer as taught by the 
school of Shmuel, or according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
as taught in the Tosefta. 


The school of Shmuel taught that Rabbi Eliezer says: He 
came out and offered his ram and the ram of the people and 
the portions of the sin-offering to be consumed on the altar. 
But the bull of the Yom Kippur burnt- offering and the seven 
lambs and the goat whose services are performed outside 
were sacrificed with the daily afternoon offering. 


What is Rabbi Akiva’s opinion as taught in the Tosefta? As it 

was taught that Rabbi Akiva says: The bull of the Yom Kippur 
burnt- offering and the seven lambs were sacrificed with 

the daily morning offering, as it is stated with regard to the 

additional offerings of other Festivals: “Besides the morning 

burnt-offering which is the daily burnt-offering you shall 

sacrifice these” (Numbers 28:23), indicating that the addi- 
tional offerings of the day should be sacrificed together with 

the daily offering. And afterward the service of the day, which 

is unique to Yom Kippur, is performed." 


And afterward, the goat whose services are performed out- 
side is sacrificed, as it is stated: “One goat for a sin-offering 

besides the sin-offering of atonement” and the daily burnt- 
offering, and its meal-offering, and their libations” (Numbers 

29:11), indicating that the goat sin-offering is sacrificed after the 

other offerings of the day. And afterward he offers his ram and 

the ram of the people, and afterward he places upon the altar 
the portions of the sin-offering to be consumed on the altar, 
and afterward he sacrifices the daily afternoon offering. 


What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer? The 
High Priest acts in accordance with the order in which it is 
written in the Torah: First he performs the services described 
in Leviticus, and afterward he performs the additional 
offerings mentioned in the book of Numbers. 


And what is Rabbi Akiva’s reasoning? His reasoning is that 
as the Tosefta teaches that the verse states: “Besides the morn- 
ing burnt- offering which is the daily burnt-offering you shall 
sacrifice these” (Numbers 28:23), it is apparent that the sacri- 
fice of the additional offerings should be performed together 
with the daily morning offering. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, what does he do with 
this verse: “Besides the sin-offering of atonement,” which 
was the basis for Rabbi Akiva’s opinion? That verse is neces- 
sary for him to derive from it that for what this one, the goat 
sin-offering whose blood is sprinkled inside the Holy of Holies, 
atones, that one, the goat sin-offering of the additional offer- 
ings whose services are performed in the Temple courtyard, 
also atones." 
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§ The Tosefta cited above, which recorded the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, also records additional versions of his view: Rabbi Yehuda 
says in the name of Rabbi Akiva: One of the seven lambs is 
sacrificed with the daily morning offering, and the other six are 
sacrificed with the daily afternoon offering. Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon, says in the name of Rabbi Akiva: Six are sac- 
rificed with the daily morning offering and one with the daily 
afternoon offering. 


What is the rationale of the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who divide the sacrifice of the seven 
lambs into two parts? Two verses are written that suggest differ- 
ent times at which the additional offerings are sacrificed: It is 
written with regard to the additional offerings: “Besides the 
morning burnt-offering which is the daily burnt-offering you 
shall sacrifice these” (Numbers 28:23), implying that the addi- 
tional offerings are sacrificed in the morning. But itis also written 
that upon concluding the service of the day: “And he shall exit 
and make his burnt-offering" and the burnt-offering of the peo- 
ple” (Leviticus 16:24). As the phrase: “The burnt-offering of the 
people,” is referring to the additional offerings, this verse implies 
that the additional offerings are sacrificed in the afternoon. There- 
fore, in order to fulfill both verses, he performs the sacrifice of 
some of them here, in the morning, and some of them there, in 
the afternoon. 


With regard to what do Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Elazar disagree? 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that the High Priest performs the sacrifice 
of one lamb in the morning, as it is written: “Besides the morn- 
ing burnt-offering,” and then he performs the service of the day 
before he proceeds to sacrifice the other six lambs. Initially, only 
the minimum possible number of lambs is sacrificed lest the High 
Priest become weak by doing more. He might then be unable to 
complete the service of the day, which cannot be performed by 
anyone else and without which atonement cannot be achieved. 


And Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds: Since he has 
begun to sacrifice the lambs he performs the sacrifice of six of 
them, leaving over only one until the afternoon. He sacrifices the 
maximum possible number of lambs now lest he be negligent" 
later and fail to sacrifice so many at the close of the day. There is 
no concern that by doing so he might become weak and be unable 
to perform the service of the day, because with regard to the 
service of the day, the High Priest is diligent and will always 
muster the energy needed. 


The Gemara notes: Despite their disagreements, everyone agrees, 
however, that there is only one ram for the people. In accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this? It is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As it was taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Only one ram for the people is 
sacrificed, as the one stated here in Leviticus: “With this shall 
Aaron come into the Sanctuary: With a young bull for a sin- 
offering, and a ram for a burnt-offering” (Leviticus 16:3), is the 
same one that is stated in the Book of Numbers: “And you shall 
sacrifice a burnt-offering to the Lord of pleasing odor: One young 
bull, one ram, seven unblemished year-old lambs shall be unto 
you” (Numbers 29:8). Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: 
There are two rams for the people: One that is stated here in 
Leviticus, which is part of the service of the day, and one stated 
in the Book of Numbers, which is part of the day’s additional 
offerings. 


What is the rationale of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? As it is written: 
“One,” implying one ram, not two. And according to Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, what is the meaning of “one”? “One” indi- 
cates that the ram used should be the unique one, i.e., the best, of 
its flock. 


NOTES 
And he shall exit and make his burnt-offering — nwy xx") 
indiy Dx: In addition, it is apparently also derived from here 
that all the other burnt- offerings are also sacrificed with these 
burnt-offerings (Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh). 


Lest he be negligent - pws xan: There is no suggestion 
here that the High Priest will purposely disregard his duties 
or forget to perform them, as is usually implied by this phrase. 
Such a concern would be misplaced when dealing with the 
High Priest. Rather, the concern is that he may lack the neces- 
sary strength to complete everything. Therefore, due to the 
importance of the unique Yom Kippur service, it is given priority 
over the additional offerings, which might ultimately, due to 
his weakness, not be brought at all (Siah Yitzhak). 
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NOTES 

Your choice vows — P m2: Certainly it is prohibited to 
sacrifice an animal with a blemish or another explicitly stated 
disqualification. Similarly, some animals, such as old or filthy 
animals, are considered inappropriate for use. The Gemara 
here teaches that even an animal that is otherwise fit to be 
used should be rejected if there is a superior specimen in 
the flock (see Meiri). 
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NOTES 


The whole portion is written in order - aap TOI bow 
qI by TANI: If indeed the High Priest renters the Holy 
of Holies only later, why does the Torah mention his en- 
ry at this point, out of sequence? The Vilna Gaon explains 
hat according to the Sifra, Aaron, the first High Priest, was 
permitted to enter the Holy of Holies throughout the year 
provided he observed the order of the service described 
in Leviticus, chapter 16. When the order of the verses is fol- 
owed, it emerges that Aaron was able to enter the Holy of 
Holies with just three immersions. This was true throughout 
he year. However, on Yom Kippur itself, in order to achieve 
he requisite number of five immersions, the reentry had to 
be delayed, as described by the Gemara (Hokhmat Adam). 


HALAKHA 


Five immersions and ten sanctifications — nav wan 
pwrtp mwa: The oral tradition teaches that on Yom Kippur 
the High’ Priest performs five immersions and sanctifies his 
hands and feet ten times. The mishna details their order and 
position within the service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 2:2). 
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And from where does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi derive the requirement 
that the ram be of the best stock? He derives it from the verse: 

“Your choice vows” (Deuteronomy 12:11)," which teaches that all 
offerings must be from the choicest animals. And according to 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, why is this additional verse 
necessary? One verse refers to obligatory offerings, and the other 
one refers to free-will offerings. And both are necessary because 
the requirement in one case cannot be learned from the other. It is 
reasonable that a free-will offering must be from the choicest animal 
since it is a voluntary gift; and it is also reasonable that an obliga- 
tory offering should be the choicest, since an obligation must be 
fulfilled in the finest possible way. 


§ Itwas taught in the mishna: The High Priest sanctified his hands 
and feet and entered the Holy of Holies to take out the incense 
spoon and the coal pan. The Gemara cites a related baraita. The 
Sages taught: The verse states: “And Aaron shall come into the 
Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 16:23), which is taken to mean that he 
enters the Holy of Holies. Why does he come? He comes in order 
to take out the incense spoon and the coal pan 


as the whole portion of the service of the day detailed in Leviticus 
is written in this order,’ and the service must be performed in 
that order, except for this verse, which is stated out of order and 
is performed only later. The verse detailing his reentry (Leviticus 
16:23) is written before the verse detailing the sacrifice of the 
rams (Leviticus 16:24), but in fact the reentry occurs only after the 
sacrifice of the rams. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason to assume this verse is written 
out of order? Rav Hisda said: They learned as a tradition that the 
High Priest performs five immersions and ten sanctifications" of 
his hands and feet when he changes clothing on that day. Each time 
the High Priest changes between the white and golden garments, 
he sanctifies his hands and feet, immerses, dresses in the new set of 
garments and then once again sanctifies his hands and feet. 


And if you say that the verses, including this one, are written in 
order, you find only three immersions and six sanctifications. 
Read in order, the verses indicate only three changes of garments, 
which involve three immersions and six sanctifications. In order to 
arrive at the requisite numbers of five immersions and ten sanctifica- 
tions one must assume that the High Priest’s reentry into the Holy 
of Holies takes place at a later time, after he has already changed into 
the golden garments. This would require him to change into the 
white garments and then back into the golden garments, providing 
an additional two immersions and four sanctifications. 


Rabbi Zeira strongly objects to this: But perhaps the order of the 
verses in Leviticus can be maintained, and the requisite number of 
immersions and sanctifications still achieved, if he interrupts the 
service performed in the white garments with the goat whose ser- 
vices are performed outside of the Sanctuary, i.e., in the Temple 
courtyard, and are performed in the golden garments. The sacrifice 
of the goat is not mentioned in Leviticus but only in Numbers. 
Therefore, it could be inserted into the service of the day without 
compromising the order of the verses in Leviticus. The change into 
the golden garments and then back into the white garments would 
contribute an additional two immersions and four sanctifications, 
thus arriving at the requisite numbers. 
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Abaye said: It is clear that the verse detailing the reentry must be 
out of order, since the verse states: “And he shall exit and make 
his burnt-offering and the burnt-offering of the people” (Leviticus 
16:24). This is the first exit stated in the verses and implies that im- 
mediately following his first exit from the Holy of Holies, he per- 
forms the sacrifice of his ram and the ram of the people without 
any other interruption. If so, the reentry must occur only afterward. 


Rava said a different proof. The verse states: “And Aaron shall come 
into the Tent of Meeting and he shall remove the linen garments" 
which he wore when he went into the Sanctuary” (Leviticus 16:23). 
Now, the verse does not need to state “which he wore,’ as this is 
obvious; can one remove anything other than what he is wearing? 
Rather, what is the meaning when the verse states “which he 
wore’? It is referring to those garments which he had already worn 
previously, removed, and then worn again. It is therefore apparent 
that this verse occurs at a point when he had already changed out 
of the white garments and into the golden garments. Perforce, then, 
it must be out of order. 


Rabba bar Rav Sheila strongly objects to this: Say that the order 
of the verses can be maintained, and the requisite number of im- 
mersions and sanctifications achieved, ifhe interrupts the services 
performed in the white garments with the goat whose services are 
performed outside and are performed in the golden garments. This 
would provide the additional two immersions and four sanctifica- 
tions required. The Gemara answers: Isn’t it written: “And he shall 
exit and make his burnt-offering and the burnt-offering of the 
people” (Leviticus 16:24), which implies that immediately follow- 
ing his first exit he performs the sacrifice of his ram and the ram of 
the people and the reentry to the Holy of Holies occurs only later. 


The Gemara questions the premise of the baraita: Is the entire 
passage really written in order? But among the verses it is written: 
“And he shall burn the fat of the sin-offering upon the altar’ 
(Leviticus 16:25), and then in a later verse it is written: “And the 
bull of the sin-offering, and the goat of the sin-offering, whose 
blood was brought to make atonement in the Sanctuary, shall be 
carried outside the camp; and they shall burn...” (Leviticus 16:27). 
Yet we learned in the mishna: One who sees the High Priest read- 
ing the Torah does not see the bull and goat that are burned, 
which are referred to in verse 27, while according to all opinions 
concerning the order of the day, the portions of the sin-offering 
to be consumed on the altar, which are mentioned in verse 25, are 
burned only afterward. Therefore, it is apparent that these verses 
are also in order. 


9 


The Gemara answers: Say that the intent of the baraita is that the 
verses are in order except for this verse and onward. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see that you preferred to 
rearrange the order of the verses? Instead, rearrange the order in 
the mishna. 


Abaye said: It is clear that the verse detailing the burning of the 
remains of the bull is out of order, since the verse states: “And 
the one who sends the goat to Azazel” (Leviticus 16:26), and then 
states: “And the one who burns them” (Leviticus 16:28). The 
repeated use of the phrase “And the one who...” indicates that just 
as the one who sends the goat to Azazel does so earlier, before the 
portions of the sin-offering are placed on the altar to be consumed, 
so too, the one who burns the remains of the bull and goat does 
so earlier, even though the verse detailing this burning is written 
after the verse detailing the burning of the portions of the sin- 
offering. 


The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, one could make the op- 
posite claim: Just as the one who burns the remains of the bull and 
goat does so now, so too, the one who sends the goat to Azazel 
does so only now, after the other sacrifices. 


NOTES 

And he shall remove the linen garments - "aa nis vwa 
“37: The Gemara previously derived from this verse the obli- 
gation of the High Priest to sanctify his hands and feet when 
dressing and undressing. How, then, can the Gemara here 
derive something additional from this verse? Some explain 
that the first derivation was based on the juxtaposition of 
this verse to the next: “And he shall remove...and put on,’ 
whereas this derivation is based on the superfluous phrase 
within the verse (Tosafot Yeshanim; Ritva). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara explains a difficulty with this: The phrasing of: “And 
the one who sends” implies that it was performed earlier. Alter- 
natively, Rava said: Sending the goat away definitely took place 
earlier, as the verse states: “But the goat on which the lot fell for 
Azazel shall be stood alive before the Lord, to make atonement over 
him” (Leviticus 16:10). This teaches: How long must it stand alive? 
It must do so until the moment of atonement. And when is the 
moment of atonement? It is at the moment of the presenting of 
the blood, but no later. At that point it is already sent away. 


§ The Gemara describes the eventual meeting between the High 
Priest and the one who sends the goat to Azazel: When the one who 
sends the goat comes on the day following Yom Kippur, if he finds 
the High Priest in the market, which is a public place, he says to 
him: My Master, High Priest, we performed your mission, i.e., we 
fulfilled the mitzva of sending the goat to Azazel. He refers to the 
sending as the High Priest's mission as a public display of respect. 
But if he finds him in his house, he says to him: The One Who 
grants life to the living, God,we performed His mission." 


Apropos the phrase: The One Who grants life to the living, Rabba 
said: When the Sages take leave from one another in Pumbedita, 
they say as follows: May the One Who grants life to the living 
grant you a long, good, and established life. 


Further apropos the phrase: The One Who grants life to the living, 
the Gemara explains a verse using a similar phrase and then addi- 
tional verses. With regard to the verse: “I shall walk before the Lord 
in the lands of the living” (Psalms 116:9), Rav Yehuda said: This 
is the place of markets, where food and needs can be readily ob- 
tained. King David, who wandered from place to place, prayed to 
always find ready sustenance. 


The verse states: “For length of days, and years of life, and peace, 
will they add to you” (Proverbs 3:2). The Gemara asks: Are there 
years of life and years that are not of life? The Gemara explains: 
Rabbi Elazar said: “Years of life” refers to good years. As such, these 
additional years of life referred to in the verse are the years of a 
person’s life which are transformed for him from bad to good. 


The verse states: “To you men [ishim] do I call, and my voice is to 
the sons of men” (Proverbs 8:4). Rabbi Berekhya said: The word 
ishim, although it means men, is similar to the term isha, woman. It 
may therefore be taken to refer to these Torah scholars, who are 
similar to women" in that they are physically weak and are not 
engaged in many activities that other men are, but nevertheless, 
they act mightily like men when engaged in Torah study. And 
Rabbi Berekhya said further about that same verse: Nowadays one 
who wishes to pour libations of wine over the altar should fill the 
throats of Torah scholars with wine, as it is stated: “To you men 
[ishim] do I call.” The use of the phrase ishim, which is similar to 
isheh, used for the altar’s fire, suggests that scholars may be com- 
pared to the fire of the altar. 


And Rabbi Berekhya said: If a person sees that Torah is ceasing" 
from his children, and they are not becoming Torah scholars like 
himself, he should marry the daughter of a Torah scholar. This 
will ensure that his children from her will be raised with Torah, as 
it is stated: “Though its root will grow old in the earth, and its 
trunk will die in the ground, 


The One Who grants life to the living, we performed His 
mission - imm>w wwwy vn mM: The commentaries discuss 


why this particular description of God was used in this context. 
The Maharsha suggests that the sender contrasts his own ac- 


tions with those of God: We have fulfilled His mission to kill the 


living, i.e. killing the goat sent to Azazel, while God, in contrast, 


sustains the lives of the Jewish people so they do not die. Others 
note the midrash that states that the person who escorted the 
goat would die that same year. The sender therefore uses this 
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appellation of God as a prayer that God should grant him life 
in this world or the next (Li Lishua; Rav Shmuel Strashun; Rabbi 
Yoshiya Pinto). Rabbi Elyakim interprets the phrase entirely 
differently. He explains that the title: Who grants life to the 
living, refers to the High Priest, since his prayer gives life to the 
nation. However, since this can easily be misunderstood, it is 
inappropriate to utter such an expression in public. 


In the lands of the living — om niyaga: King David prayed 


to always walk before the Lord and avoid sin, even when walk- 


ing in the marketplaces, which are places of temptation and 
distraction (Meiri; Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


Who are similar to women — mwh paiT: Another explana- 
tion for the comparison is that like women, scholars stay at 
home and go out to the streets only infrequently (Meiri). 


Torah is ceasing — nppis mjin: The Gemara describes a situ- 
ation where one’s ancestors were great Torah scholars but his 
sons are not (Petah Einayim). 
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from the scent of water" it will blossom and put forth branches 
like a plant” (Job 14:8-9). If the figurative trunk of one’s family is 
drying up through lack of Torah, he should plant himselfin a place 
of water, i.e., a family of scholars, water being a metaphor for Torah. 
This will ensure that his children will blossom into Torah scholars. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: The people escort the High Priest 
to his house. And he would make a feast for his loved ones. The 
Sages taught in a baraita: There was an incident involving one 
High Priest who exited the Holy Temple and everyone followed 
him. When they saw Shemaya and Avtalyon, the heads of the 
Sanhedrin, walking along, in deference to them they left the High 
Priest by himself and walked after Shemaya and Avtalyon.% 


Eventually, Shemaya and Avtalyon came to take leave of the 
High Priest before returning to their homes. Envious of the 
attention they received, he angrily said to them: Let the de- 
scendants of the gentile nations come in peace." Shemaya and 
Avtalyon descended from converts, and he scornfully drew atten- 
tion to that fact. They said to him: Let the descendants of the 
gentile nations come in peace, who perform the acts of Aaron, 
who loved and pursued peace; and let not a descendant of Aaron 
come in peace, who does not perform the acts of Aaron and who 
speaks condescendingly to descendants of converts. 


MISHNA Throughout the year the High Priest 


serves in eight garments, and the com- 
mon priest serves in four: In a tunic and trousers and a mitre’ 
anda belt. The High Priest adds another four garments beyond 
those worn by the common priest: A breastplate, and an ephod, 
and a robe, and a frontplate." When dressed in these eight gar- 
ments, the High Priest may be consulted for the decision of the 
Urim VeTummim. And he may be consulted for the decision of 
the Urim VeTummim only on behalf of the king, or on behalf of 
the president of the court, or on behalf of one whom the com- 
munity needs. Individual inquiries are not posed to the Urim 
VeTummim." 


G E M ARA The Sages taughtina baraita: With regard 


to those items of the priestly vestments 
about which it is stated they must be made with linen [shesh], 
their threads are spun six-fold, as suggested by the use of the term 
shesh, which also means six. When the Torah states that certain 
items are twined," it means their threads are spun eight-fold. 
Threads used to weave the robe were spun from twelve strands. 
The threads of the curtain were spun from twenty-four strands. 
The threads used to weave the breastplate and ephod were spun 
from twenty-eight strands. 


The Gemara asks: That the threads made from shesh are spun six- 
fold, from where do we derive this? The verse states: “And they 
made the tunics of linen [shesh] of woven work for Aaron and 

for his sons. And the mitre of linen, and the adorning mitres of 
linen, and the linen [bad] trousers of twined linen” (Exodus 

39:27-28). Five mentions of the word linen are written; four times 

as “shesh” and an additional instance of “bad,” both meaning linen. 
One mention is stated for that halakha itself, to teach that they 
should be made of linen. And one mention is written to teach 

that the threads should be spun six-fold, shesh being interpreted 

as six. And one mention teaches that the six strands should be 

spun together into one. And one mention teaches that this also 

applies to the other garments, even though the term shesh is not 

stated with regard to them. And one mention teaches that this 

requirement is indispensable and that garments not made this 

way are invalid. 


NOTES 


From the scent of water - O17 my: The inference is made 
from the precise use of the phrase “from the scent of water” 
Water is a metaphor for Torah. Therefore, the scent of water 
refers not to the Torah itself, but to something necessarily 
connected to it, namely the daughter of a Torah scholar 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


ee seep 


ci was in accordance with the halakha that the 
honor of a Torah scholar takes precedence even over the 
honor of a High Priest, unless the High Priest is himself a 
Torah scholar. 


Let the descendants of the gentile nations come in 
peace — owh pany a pn: The Ritva notes that he did 
not explicitly mention that they were descendants of gen- 
tiles. The phrase descendants of the nations could also refer 
to the Jewish people, as used in the book of Judges: “After 
you, Benjamin, among your nations” (Judges 5:14). Still, his 
intentions were clear. 


The common priest...and a mitre — nd3¥71...09T77: In 
contrast to the mishna, the Torah uses different terms for 
the headgear of acommon priest and a High Priest. That of 
a common priest is referred to as a migba‘at (Exodus 28:40), 
and that of the High Priest is referred to as a mitznefet 
(Exodus 28:4). Whether there was any distinction between 
he two is a matter of debate. According to some, both 
were made from identical scarves, sixteen cubits long, 
wrapped around the head, but they differed in the way 
hey were wrapped. The common priest’s headpiece was 
wrapped to form a conic hat-like shape, whereas the High 
Priest's was wrapped around the head like a bandage, simi- 
ar to a turban (Rambam; Ramban; Meir’). 

Others suggest that the two mitres were totally distinct. 
They explain the High Priest's mitre as above; however, they 
suggest that the common priest did not wear a scarf but a 
ully constructed hat (Ra'avad). 


HALAKHA 


Priestly garments — 7373 "732: A common priest serves 
in four garments: Tunic, trousers, mitre, and belt. These 
garments are made of white linen, except the belt, which 
is made of linen and wool, and their thread is six-fold. 
The High Priest wears the four garments of a common 
priest plus four additional garments: Robe, ephod, breast- 
plate, and frontplate (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 8:1-2). 


For whom is the Urim VeTummim consulted - obyv) nb 
ovain pKa: The Urim VeTummim is consulted on behalf 
of a king, or on behalf of the president of the court, or 
on behalf of one whom the community needs. It is not 
consulted for laypeople (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 10:12). 


Items about which it is stated linen...twined - 031 
“ren” row” DI gW: Every place in the Torah where 
it says linen, it means a six-fold thread, and where it says 
twined, it means an eight-fold thread (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:12). 
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Bad - 13: According to Tosafot, the Gemara relies on the 
assumption that unless otherwise stated, all garments 
mentioned in the Torah are made from either wool or 
linen. Therefore, it is sufficient to establish that one of the 
weaves mentioned refers to linen in order to confirm that 
all the others do as well. 
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SIPS 


Flax — xam: Flax, or Linum usiatissinium, is an annual plant 
30-100 cm tall with thin branches and sky-blue flowers. Oil can 
be extracted from the flax seeds and used for various purposes. 
Flax is among the ancient domesticated plants and its cultiva- 
tion was widespread in ancient Egypt. Nowadays flax is grown 
mainly in areas with a mild climate. The plant's fibers, found in 
its stem, are used to prepare flax threads, or linen. The fibers 
are located mainly in the outer layer of the stalk and are com- 
posed mostly of cellulose. After the stems have been dried, the 
fibers are removed in along process that includes soaking the 
stems until they are decomposed. The stems are then dried and 
beaten, after which special combs are employed to separate the 
fibers from the chaff. 
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Flax flower 


Traditional drying of flax 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that this term shesh 
means linen? Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: As the verse 
also states: “Bad,™ and uses it interchangeably with shesh. And bad 
refers to something which sprouts from the ground stalk by stalk 
[bad bad], each one by itself. This is a fitting description of flax,’ the 
plant used to produce linen, as opposed to other plants, such as cot- 
ton, whose fibers grow meshed together. The Gemara asks: And say 
that it refers to wool, since when it grows from the animal, each hair 
grows separately. The Gemara answers: Wool splits, with each hair 
dividing into several hairs, so it does not fully fit the description of 
sprouting stalk by stalk. The Gemara asks: But flax also splits into 
individual hairs. The Gemara answers: Flax, unlike wool, splits only 
when beaten. 


Ravina said: We have a proof for the matter from here: The verse 
states: “They shall have linen [pishtim] mitres upon their heads, 
and linen trousers upon their loins” (Ezekiel 44:18). The term 
pishtim used in Ezekiel certainly refers to linen; therefore, it is clear 
that the terms shesh and bad, used in the Torah for the same garments, 
also refer to linen. 


Rav Ashi said to him: But before Ezekiel came, who said this 
halakha? How was it known? Ravina retorted: And according to 
your reasoning, the same question could be asked with regard to that 
which Rav Hisda said concerning the disqualification of an uncir- 
cumcised priest from serving in the Temple: This matter we did not 
learn from the Torah of Moses our teacher, as it is not written ex- 
plicitly in the Torah; rather, we learned it from the words of Ezekiel 
ben Buzi, as the verse states: “No foreigner, uncircumcised of heart 
or uncircumcised of flesh, shall enter into My sanctuary” (Ezekiel 
44:9). One could ask here as well: Before Ezekiel came, who said 
this halakha? Rather, perforce, they learned it as a tradition and 
then Ezekiel came and supported it with a verse. Here, too, they 
learned it as a tradition and then Ezekiel came and supported it 
with a verse. 


Dried flax 


Flax fibers 
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The Gemara continues to explain the baraita. That the use of the 
term twined implies that the thread should be spun from eight 
strands, from where do we derive this? As it is written: “And 
they made upon the skirts of the robe pomegranates of sky- 
blue, and purple, and scarlet, twined” (Exodus 39:24); and 
derive a verbal analogy from the term “twined” used in this 
verse and the term “twined” from the verse about the curtain: 
Just as there, with regard to the curtain, there are twenty-four 
strands, as will be explained, so too here, there are twenty-four 
strands in total. And since each pomegranate is made of three 
colors, sky-blue, purple, and scarlet, it must be that each one of 
them was spun from eight strands. 


The Gemara challenges this derivation: Let us derive the num- 
ber of strands instead from the breastplate and ephod and say: 
Just as there, with regard to the breastplate and ephod, there 
are twenty-eight strands, so too, here there are twenty-eight 
strands. The Gemara answers: It is preferable to derive the 
halakhot of an item, i.e., the pomegranates, with regard to which 
the use of gold threads is not stated, from the halakhot of an 
item, i.e., the curtain, with regard to which the use of gold 
threads is also not stated. This would come to exclude the pos- 
sibility of deriving them from the breastplate and ephod, with 
regard to which the use of gold threads is stated. The Gemara 
asks: On the contrary, it should be preferable to derive the 
halakhot of one garment from another garment, i.e., the halak- 
hot of the robe from the halakhot of the breastplate and ephod. 
This would come to exclude the possibility of deriving them 
from the curtain, which is a tent, i.e., part of the Temple build- 
ing, and not a garment. The Gemara accepts that the derivation 
is flawed. 


Rather, the need for thread of eight strands is derived from the 
belt, which had twenty-four threads in total, and a garment and 
an item with regard to which the use of gold thread is not 
stated, i.e., the pomegranates, are derived from a garment and 
an item with regard to which the use of gold thread is not 
stated. And an item with no gold, such as the pomegranates 
and robe, is not derived from an item that has gold in it, such 
as the breastplate and ephod. 


Rav Mari said another reason not to derive the number of 
strands in a pomegranate from the breastplate and ephod: “Like 

the work of the ephod you shall make it” (Exodus 28:15) is writ- 
ten with regard to the breastplate to indicate that you shall make 

it, i.e., the breastplate, like the ephod, which indicates that for 

this, i.e. the breastplate, you shall use thread of twenty-eight 

strands, and not for anything else. 


Rav Ashi said another reason that there could not be twenty- 
eight strands in a pomegranate: “And you shall make pomegran- 
ates of sky-blue, and of purple, and of scarlet” (Exodus 28:33) is 
written to indicate that all the makings of it must be equal, i.e., 
that each color thread should be made from the same number 
of strands. However, if there are twenty-eight strands in total, the 
three threads, each of a different color, cannot be made with an 
equal number of strands, as how should we do it? Let us make 
three colored threads of ten strands each; then they are thirty 
strands in total, which is too many. Let us make two colored 
threads of nine strands and one of ten; but the verse states: 
“And you shall make,” to indicate that all the makings of it must 
be equal. Perforce, the threads used for the pomegranates and 
the robe must be derived from an item woven from threads of a 
number of strands divisible by three, such as the curtain. 


The Gemara continues to explain the baraita: That the robe must 
be woven from threads spun from twelve strands," from where 
do we derive this? As it is written: “And you shall make the 
robe of the ephod 


HALAKHA 


The robe from twelve strands - Wy ow dyn: The High Priest's 
robe was made entirely of sky-blue thread and its threads were 
twelve-fold (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 9:3). 
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Perek VII 
Daf72 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
The curtain was made of twenty-four strands — n3i3 
myama) mwy: The curtain was made of four threads: White, 
sky- blue, purple, and scarlet. Each of these was a six-fold 


thread, yielding a count of twenty-four strands all together 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:16). 


Each thread of the breastplate and ephod was made 
of twenty-eight strands — minwi o wy Tiag) win: The 
ephod and the breastplate were made of five types of 
threads. There were four six-fold colored threads: Sky-blue, 
purple, scarlet, and white, plus a gold thread, yielding 
a count of twenty-eight threads (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 9:5). 


NOTES 


There would be eight — xan ay) wv: The Gemara does 
not explain why a thread of eight may not be made. Per- 
haps Rav Ashi accepts Rav Aha bar Ya‘akov’s interpretation 
of “cords,” which teaches there are at least four strands. 
As a rule, it is always assumed that the smallest quantity 
possible is indicated. Were one willing to accept the pos- 
sibility that a multiple of four is included, there is no reason 
to make a distinction between eight, twelve, or even one 
hundred. Therefore, in this case, one should limit it to four 
strands (see Tosafot and Maharsha). 
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spun of sky-blue” (Exodus 28:31). And derive a verbal analogy 

from the term “sky-blue” used here and the same term “sky-blue” 
from the verse about the curtain: Just as there, with regard to the 

curtain, there are six strands, so too here, there are six strands. 
Then, since the Torah also says the threads are spun, i.e., each strand 

is made of two thinner strands spun together, each thread must 

contain twelve strands. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us derive the number of strands in the 
robe from its hem and pomegranates: Just as there, each thread 
is spun from eight strands, so too here, the threads should be spun 
from eight strands. The Gemara rejects this: It is preferable to de- 
rive the halakhot of a utensil, i.e., the robe, from the halakhot of 
another utensil, i.e., the curtain, and one should not derive the 
halakhot of a utensil from the halakhot of something that is merely 
an ornament of a utensil, i.e., the pomegranates of the robe. 


The Gemara asks: On the contrary, it is preferable to derive the 
halakhot of an object from that object itself, i.e., to assume that 
the halakhot of the robe and its pomegranates are similar; and one 
should not derive the halakhot of an object from elsewhere. The 
Gemara explains: This is precisely what we said in the baraita: One 
of the five mentions of shesh in the verse is to teach that the require- 
ment that threads be made from six strands applies also to other 
garments about which shesh is not explicitly stated, such as the 
robe. 


The baraita further states: Each thread of the curtain was made of 
twenty-four strands." The Gemara explains: With regard to each 
thread being composed of four colored threads: White, purple, 
scarlet, and sky-blue, and each one of them being composed of six 
strands, there is neither judgment nor judge, i.e., it is absolutely 
clear that this is how the threads of the curtain are produced. 


The baraita further states: Each thread of the breastplate and 
ephod was made of twenty-eight strands." From where do we 
derive this? As it is written: “And you shall make a breastplate 
of judgment, the work of the skilled craftsman; like the work 
of the ephod you shall make it: Of gold, sky-blue, and purple, 
and scarlet, and fine twined linen” (Exodus 28:15). There are 
four colored threads, each composed of six strands, which makes 
twenty-four. In addition, gold is spun together with each of the 
four colors, giving the total of twenty-eight. 


But couldn't one say the gold should be made as a thread of six 
strands, like the other colors? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said that the 
verse states: “And they beat the gold into thin plates, and cut it into 
cords, to work it into the sky-blue, and into the purple, and into the 
scarlet, and into the fine linen, the work of a skilled craftsman” 
(Exodus 39:3). “Cord” implies a strand that is doubled over and can 
be twisted into a cord; “cords” is in the plural, meaning at least two 
of these. Accordingly, there are four strands here. 


Rav Ashi said: This can be seen from that fact that the verse states 
with regard to the gold strands: “To work it into the sky-blue, and 
into the purple” (Exodus 39:3), indicating that the gold strands 
should be combined with the other colors. What should we do? If 
we make four gold threads of two strands each and combine each 
one with each of the colors, then there would be eight." Ifwe make 
two gold threads of two strands each, and two gold threads of one 
strand each, it says: “And you shall make,” indicating that all its 
makings should be the same. Perforce, one strand of gold should 
be combined with each of the colors, producing a total of twenty- 
eight strands. 
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§ The Gemara discusses various halakhot concerning the priestly 
vestments and other sacred vessels: Rahava said that Rav Yehuda 
said: One who intentionally tears any of the priestly vestments“ 
transgresses a prohibition and is flogged, as it is stated concerning 
the robe: “It shall have a hem of woven work around the opening of 
it, like the opening of a coat of mail, and it shall not be torn” (Exodus 
28:32). Just as it is prohibited to tear the opening of the robe, so too, 
it is prohibited to tear any of the priestly vestments. Rav Aha bar 
Ya’akov strongly objects to this: But perhaps this is what the Mer- 
ciful One is saying in the Torah: An opening should be made in 
order that it not tear. In other words, the Torah was giving an expla- 
nation, not a prohibition. The Gemara rejects this: Is it written: In 
order that it not be torn?’ Clearly, the intention of the verse is to 
state a prohibition. 


Rabbi Elazar said: One who detaches the breastplate from upon 
the ephod" or one who removes the staves of the Ark" from their 
rings transgresses a Torah prohibition and is flogged, as it is stated: 
“And the breastplate shall not be detached from the ephod”” 
(Exodus 28:28),and it is also stated: “The staves shall be in the rings 
of the Ark; they shall not be removed from it” (Exodus 25:15). Rav 
Aha bar Ya'akov strongly objects to this: But perhaps when the 
Merciful One said this in the Torah, the intention was to strength- 
en them and make them fast so that the breastplate not become 
detached from the ephod and the staves not be removed. He sug- 
gests that the Torah was giving an explanation, not a prohibition. 
The Gemara rejects this: Is it written: In order that it not become 
detached, and: In order that they not be removed? Clearly, the 
intention of the verse is to state a prohibition. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, raised a contradiction. In one 
verse it is written: “The staves shall be in the rings of the Ark; they 
shall not be removed from it” (Exodus 25:15), implying the staves 
should remain there permanently. But in another verse it is written: 

“And its staves shall be put into the rings” (Exodus 27:7), implying 
that when the Ark is used the staves are inserted, which suggests that 
they do not remain there permanently. How is this contradiction 
resolved? The staves could be removed from their position, i.e., they 
were loosened, but did not come out." The staves were wider at their 
ends and thinner in the middle. Therefore, once they had been 
forced into the rings, although they could be shifted, they would not 
be removed entirely. 


That was also taught in a baraita. The verse states: “The staves 

shall be in the rings of the Ark; they shall not be removed from it” 
(Exodus 25:15). One might have thought that they should not move 

from their place at all; therefore; the verse states: “And its staves 

shall be put into the rings” (Exodus 27:7). Ifit had stated: And its 

staves shall be put, one might have thought that they are inserted 

and removed entirely; therefore, the verse states: “The staves 

shall be in the rings of the Ark; they shall not be removed from it” 
(Exodus 25:15). How is this? They could be removed from their 

position, but did not come out. 


HALAKHA 
One who tears priestly vestments - "132 yp 
m73: One who tears the opening of either the priest- 
ly robe or any other priestly garment in a destructive 
way is flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 9:3). 


One who detaches the breastplate from upon the 
ephod - 7iaxit byn qin ryan: One who detaches 
the breastplate from the ephod in a destructive 
way is flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 9:10). 


One who removes the staves of the Ark - "Da 
tiay "1a: One who removes a stave from the rings of 
the Ark is flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 9:10). 


NOTES 


One who tears priestly vestments — 73373 34 YIAN: In 
order for people to treat the priestly vestments with due care 
and honor, the Torah prohibited tearing them (Sefer HaHinukh). 
According to some halakhic authorities, there is a distinction 
between the robe and the other garments. One who tears the 
opening of the robe violates the prohibition even if he tears 
for constructive purposes, whereas one is liable for tearing the 
other garments only if he does so in a destructive manner (see 
Yad David, Mishne LaMelekh, and Minhat Hinukh). 


Is it written: In order that it not be torn — "yy Kow” DNN: 
The author of the Korban Hagiga notes that normally the Ge- 
mara does not explain explanatory clauses in the Torah as a 
distinct commandment. For example, the phrase: “And his heart 
shall not be led astray” (Deuteronomy 17:17) is understood as an 


explanation for the halakhot restricting a king from marrying 
numerous wives. Why, then, is this case different? Some com- 
mentaries suggest that since the details of the Temple vessels 
and priestly vestments appear twice in the Torah, once when 
commanding how to construct them and once when describ- 
ing their actual construction, and the explanatory clauses ap- 
pear both times, it is therefore unlikely that these clauses come 
only to explain and not to add a new halakha (Beer Avraham). 


Prohibition of detaching the breastplate — jwin nma voy: 
Part of the glory and beauty of the Temple was that each item 
had its specific place within the Temple. This was also true of the 
priestly vestments. The prohibition to detach the breastplate is 
an expression of this idea (Sefer HaHinukh). 


Prohibition of removing the staves — 0127 Mb ND: Some 


suggest that the reason the staves had to remain in position was 
for times when it was necessary to transport the Ark quickly to 
a different location. Were the staves not permanently in place, 
in the rush to move the Ark, the staves might not be inserted 
properly and the Ark might fall. Another explanation claims that 
the staves were not merely functional but part of structure of 
the Ark itself. As such, they had to always remain as part of the 
Ark (Sefer HaHinukh). 


They could be removed but did not come out — ps1 ppan 
pow: According to Rashi, the staves were made in such a 
way that they could be removed only with great effort. Tosafot 
maintain that the staves’ design allowed them to be removed 
with ease; nevertheless, the Levites were cautioned to move 
them only to transport the Ark, but never to remove them. 
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BACKGROUND 
Acacia wood - a »¥¥: According to some scholars, the type 
of acacia wood mentioned here is from the Faidherbia albida, 
also known as the Ana tree. It can reach a height of 30 m and 
straight boards can be created from it. 


Ana tree 


NOTES 
They supported their plating - pray ny o payaw: This 
meant that nails were not needed to hold the gold plating to 
the boards (Rabbi Elyakim; see Rashi and Tosafot). 


Perek VII 
Daf72 Amud b 


NOTES 

Priestly vestments — 7131713 "13a: The Ramban explains that the 
serad garments are the priestly vestments, as it would appear 
from the Gemara here. Indeed, in the Jerusalem Talmud there 
is a lengthy discussion about the atonement properties of the 
priestly garments, explaining which sin is atoned for by which 
garment. Rashi, however, explains that the serad garments 
were not priestly vestments at all; rather, they were the cover- 
ings for the Temple utensils. 


= HALAKHA © 
A sleeve made for the priestly vestments - 333 bw vma 
mya: The tunic of the priestly vestments, both for a common 
priest and a High Priest, is woven separately from the sleeves. 
The latter are later sewn to the body of the tunic (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:16). 


Length of the sleeve - 39 ma Tx: The sleeve of the priestly 
tunic reached as far as the palm of the hand (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:17). 
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The Gemara cites other statements concerning the ark. Rabbi 
Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “And you shall make the boards for the Taber- 
nacle of acacia wood,® standing” (Exodus 26:15)? This verse 
teaches that the boards of wood used for the Tabernacle should 
stand in the same direction in which they grew from the ground 
as a tree. Alternatively, “standing” means that they supported 
their gold plating" and prevented it from falling. Alternatively, 
“standing” is written to hint at the following: Perhaps you will say 
that now that the Tabernacle is no longer in use, their hope is lost 
and their chance is abandoned, and after being stored away the 
boards will no longer return to use. Therefore, the verse states 


“standing” to indicate that they stand forever and ever. 


§} The Gemara returns to its discussion of the priestly vestments: 
Rabbi Hama bar Hanina said: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “The plaited [serad] garments, for serving in the 
Sanctuary” (Exodus 35:19)? Why does the verse refer to the 
priestly vestments as “serad garments”? 


He offers a homiletic interpretation: Were it not for the priestly 
vestments," which provide atonement for the Jewish people, 
there would not remain a remnant [sarid] or survivor from the 
haters of the Jewish people, a euphemism used to refer to the 
Jewish people themselves. Due to the atonement provided by the 
priestly vestments, a remnant [sarid] of the Jewish people does 
survive. 


Another interpretation: Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that 
the school of Rabbi Shimon taught: The priestly vestments are 
referred to as “serad garments” because they are garments that 
are woven in their completed form upon the loom, as opposed 
to weaving the material and then cutting and sewing pieces of the 
material together to create the required form, and then just a 
small part of them remains [masridin] which is not completed 
upon the loom. Whatis the remnant, the part that was not woven? 
Reish Lakish said: This is the needle-work required to complete 
the garment. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this from a baraita: Priestly 
vestments should not be made through needle-work but though 
woven work, as it is stated: “Woven work” (Exodus 28:32). The 
Gemara answers that Abaye said: Reish Lakish’s statement is 
necessary only for, i.e., refers only to, the sleeves. As it was 
taught in a baraita: A sleeve made for the priestly vestments" is 
woven separately and then attached to the garment by sewing, 
and the sleeve is made to reach as far as the palm of the hand." 
However, the main body of the garment must indeed be made 
exclusively though weaving. 
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§ The Gemara cites statements concerning other Temple vessels: 
Rahava said that Rav Yehuda said: The Torah states that the 
Ark should be made of wood with gold plating inside and out 
(Exodus 25:10-11). In order to achieve this Bezalel made three 
arks: A middle one made of wood, whose height was nine hand- 
breadths; an inner one made of gold, whose height was eight 
handbreadths; and an outer one of gold, whose height was ten 
handbreadths and a bit. These arks were nested. 


The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that the outer 
ark was eleven handbreadths and a bit? The Gemara explains: 
This is not difficult: This statement in the baraita is in accor- 
dance with the one who said that the thickness of the gold plat- 
ing was one handbreadth. According to this opinion, the outer 
ark’s base took up one handbreadth of its height, ten handbreadths 
were then needed to contain the middle ark within it, and then a 
bit more was needed so it could also contain the Ark’s cover. That 
statement of Rav Yehuda is in accordance with the one who said 
that the thickness of the gold plating was not one handbreadth 
but was a plate of gold of negligible thickness. According to this 
opinion, the outer ark needed to be only ten handbreadths and a 
bit and could still contain the outer ark and have room for the 
cover. And what is this additional bit? It is the ornamental crown 
on the edge of the outer ark. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: There were three crowns on the sacred 
vessels in the Temple: The crown of the altar, and of the Ark, and 
of the table. The regal appearance they provided symbolized 
power and authority: The crown of the altar symbolized the 
crown of priesthood; Aaron was deserving and took it, and the 
priesthood continues exclusively through his descendants. The 
crown of the table symbolized the abundance and blessing as- 
sociated with the crown of kingship; David was deserving and 
took it for himself and his descendants after him. The crown of 
the Ark symbolized the crown of Torah; it is still sitting and 
waiting to be acquired, and anyone who wishes to take it may 
come and take it and be crowned with the crown of Torah. Per- 
haps you will say it is inferior’ to the other two crowns and that 
is why nobody has taken it; therefore, the verse states about the 
wisdom of Torah: “Through me kings will reign” (Proverbs 8:15), 
indicating that the strength of the other crowns is derived from 
the crown of Torah, which is greater than them all. 


Q The Gemara presents a number of statements based on the idea 
that the Ark symbolizes the Torah: Rabbi Yohanan raised a con- 
tradiction: According to the way the word crown is written in the 
Torah (Exodus 25:11), without vowels, it should be pronounced 
zar, meaning strange, but according to the traditional vocalization 
we read it as zeir, meaning crown. These two ways of understand- 
ing the word appear to contradict each other. Rabbi Yohanan 
explains: The two understandings apply to two different situa- 
tions: If one is deserving by performing mitzvot, it becomes a 
crown [zeir] for him; but if one is not deserving, the Torah will 
bea stranger [zara] to him and he will forget his studies. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised a contradiction: It is written: “And you 
shall make for yourself a wooden Ark” (Deuteronomy 10:1), 
implying that Moses alone was commanded to construct the Ark; 
and it is written: “And they shall make an Ark of acacia wood” 
(Exodus 25:10), implying that the Jewish people were all com- 
manded to be involved in its construction. The apparent resolu- 
tion to this contradiction is that although only Moses actually 
constructed the Ark, everyone was required to support the en- 
deavor. So too, from here it is derived with regard to a Torah 
scholar that the members of his town should perform his work 
for him to support him and allow him to focus on his studies, 
since it is also the town’s responsibility to enable him to study. 


NOTES 

Perhaps you will say it is inferior — x17 MIND WAKA KW: 
This superiority of the crown of Torah is alluded to by the 
subtle difference in the descriptions of the crowns of the 
different vessels. For the other sacred vessels, the Torah sim- 
ply states: “You shall make a crown” (Exodus 25:25 and 30:3), 
whereas for the Ark the Torah specifies: “You shall make a 
crown upon it,’ (Exodus 25:11). This suggests that the crown 
of the Ark, which symbolizes Torah, was raised above the 
rest (Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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NOTES 
Drinks iniquity like water - aby D22 Diw: The 
metaphor of drinking water illustrates well the image 
ofa Torah scholar who learns Torah without his studies 
being discernible in his actions. In the same way, when 
a person has drunk water, there is still no change in his 
external appearance (Rabbi Elyakirm). 


Gehenna twice — 0373 "AIA: Others explain that a 
Torah scholar who does not fulfill the commandments 
is punished more severely than others. Additionally, 
he is punished for the Torah he learned without the 
associated fear of Heaven; it would have been better 
had he not studied, as indicated by the verse: “God says 
to the wicked: Who are you to recite My laws?” (Psalms 
50:16). Therefore, in the World-to-Come he receives 
punishment in Gehenna that is twice as severe (Rav 
Ya'akov Emden). 


To testify about those who study it - mata py: 
Some explain this as a reference to the ultimate day 
of judgment, when the Torah itself will act as a wit- 
ness to testify on behalf of those who were faithful 
to it. Others suggest that this means that the Torah 
will publicize the righteousness of those who were 
faithful to it (Ritva). 
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The verse states concerning the Ark: “From within and from without 
you shall cover it” (Exodus 25:11). Rava said: This alludes to the idea 
that any Torah scholar whose inside is not like his outside, i.e., 
whose outward expression of righteousness is insincere, is not to be 
considered a Torah scholar. 


Abaye said, and some say it was Rabba bar Ulla who said: Not only 
is such a person not to be considered a Torah scholar, but he is called 
loathsome, as it is stated: “What then of one loathsome and foul, 
man who drinks iniquity like water” (Job 15:16)." Although he 
drinks the Torah like water, since he sins, his Torah is considered 
iniquitous and this makes him loathsome and foul. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “Why is there a price in the 
hand ofa fool to buy wisdom, as he has no heart?” (Proverbs 17:16)? 
This expresses the following sentiment: Woe to them, haters of 
Torah scholars, a euphemism for the Torah scholars themselves, who 
immerse themselves in Torah and have no fear of Heaven. They are 
fools; they try to acquire the wisdom of Torah, but since they have 
no fear of Heaven in their hearts they lack the ability to do so. 


Rabbi Yannai declared that the situation may be expressed by the 
following sentiment: Pity him who has no courtyard but sense- 
lessly makes a gate for his courtyard. Fear of Heaven is like the 
courtyard, and the study of Torah is the gate that provides entrance 
to the courtyard. The study of Torah is purposeful only if it leads to 
fear of Heaven. 


Rava said to the Sages in the study hall: I beg of you, do not in- 
herit Gehenna twice." By studying Torah without the accompanying 
fear of Heaven, not only are you undeserving of the World-to-Come, 
but even in this world you experience Gehenna, as you spend all your 
time in study and fail to benefit from worldly pleasure. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “And this is the Torah which Moses put [sam] before the 
children of Israel” (Deuteronomy 4:44)? The word sam is written 
with the letter sin and means put; it is phonetically similar to the word 
sam written with the letter samekh, meaning a drug. This use of this 
word therefore alludes to the following: Ifone is deserving, the Torah 
becomes a potion [sam] of life for him. If one is not deserving, the 
Torah becomes a potion of death for him. And this idea is what 
Rava said: For one who is skillful in his study of Torah and im- 
merses himself in it with love, it is a potion of life; but for one who 
is not skillful in his studies, it is a potion of death. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan raised a con- 
tradiction: It was written: “The precepts of the Lord are upright, 
gladdening the heart” (Psalms 19:9), but it is also written: “The word 
of the Lord is refining” (Psalms 18:31), which implies that the study 
of Torah can be a distressing process by which a person is refined like 
metal smelted in a smith’s fire. He reconciles these verses as follows: 
For one who is deserving, the Torah gladdens him; for one who 
is not deserving, it refines him. Reish Lakish said: This lesson 
emerges from that second verse itself: For one who is deserving, 
the Torah refines him for life; for one who is not deserving, it 
refines him for death. 


The verse states: “Fear of the Lord is pure, it stands forever” (Psalms 
19:10). Rabbi Hanina said: This is referring to one who studies 
Torah in purity; for such a person the Torah will remain with him 
forever. What is this; what does it mean to study in purity? One first 
marries a woman and afterward studies Torah. Since he is married, 
his heart will not be occupied with thoughts of sin, which could lead 
him to become impure. 


In the same Psalm the verse states: “The testimony of God is faithful” 
(Psalms 19:8). Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said: This alludes to the fact 

that the Torah is faithful to testify about those who study it" and 

those who do not. 
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The Gemara returns to its discussion concerning the sacred ves- 
sels: The verse states with regard to the covers for the Tabernacle 
that they are “work of an embroiderer” (Exodus 26:36), and it 
also states they are “work ofa designer” (Exodus 26:31). How can 
both descriptions be reconciled? Rabbi Elazar said: They em- 
broidered the place where they had designed. They first marked 
a design on the material in paint, and then they embroidered it. 


A Sage taught in the name of Rabbi Nehemya: “Work of an 
embroiderer” refers to needlework, which therefore produces 
only one face. The design is made with a needle passing back and 
forth from both sides of the curtain, and consequently an identical 
parallel image, or one face, is formed on both sides. “Work of a 
designer” refers to woven work, which therefore produces two 
faces. Although formed together, the two sides of the material 
were not identical; for example, sometimes an eagle appeared on 
one side while a lion was on the other side." 


§ It was taught in the mishna: When dressed in these eight gar- 
ments, the High Priest may be consulted for the decision of the 
Urim VeTummim. When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to 
Babylonia, he said: The garments in which the High Priest 
serves are also worn when the priest anointed for war serves. 
This priest is appointed to recite words of encouragement to the 
nation before it goes out to war (see Deuteronomy 20:2). As it is 
stated: “And the sacred garments of Aaron shall be for his sons 
after him” (Exodus 29:29), which is taken to refer to the one who 
comes after him in greatness, meaning the priest whose rank is 
one lower than the High Priest, i.e., the priest anointed for war. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava raised an objection, and some say it unat- 
tributed: It is taught in a baraita: One might have thought that 

the son of the priest anointed for war serves in his place, i.e., he 

inherits the position, in the same way that the son of a High 

Priest serves in his place if he is fit for the job;" 


therefore, the verse states: “Seven days shall he wear them, the 
one who serves in his stead from among his sons, who comes 
into the Tent of Meeting to serve in the Sanctuary” (Exodus 
29:30). The verse describes a son serving in the place of his father, 
indicating that the position is inherited. The conclusion of the 
verse implies that the rule that a son inherits his father’s position 
applies only to a High Priest who is fit to enter the Tent of Meet- 
ing, but not to the priest anointed for war. Based on this baraita, 
the following challenge is posed: And if it is so, since the priest 
anointed for war also serves wearing the same garments as the 
High Priest, he is also fit to enter the Tent of Meeting and should 
bequeath his position to his son. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that this is what the baraita is 
saying: The rule that a son inherits his father’s position applies to 
anyone for whom the primary purpose of his anointment is to 
come and serve in the Tent of Meeting. That excludes this priest 
for whom the primary purpose of his anointment is for war. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav Dimi’s claim: It was taught 
in a baraita that the priest anointed for war serves neither in 
four garments, like a common priest, nor in eight garments, like 
a High Priest. 


HALAKHA 


Work of an embroiderer and work of a designer - ny2 
awin nwy opid: Whenever the Torah uses the phrase: 


“Work of a designer,’ it indicates that the images are wo- 


ven and are visible on only one side of the fabric. The 
phrase: “Work of an embroiderer” means that the images 
should look the same from either side of the fabric. This 
is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Nehemya 
(see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 8:15). 


The succession of the priest anointed for war - nw» 
magha mw: A priest anointed for war does not be- 
queath his position to his son. The son, however, may be 
appointed to the position on his own merits (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:21). 
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NOTES 
Due to the principle: One elevates in sanctity and one 
does not downgrade - pin x wipa pwn own: Tosafot 
Yeshanim note that if the priest anointed for war remains in his 
position, then the reason he may not serve in four garments 


is that since by Torah law he should be serving in eight gar- 


ments, it is prohibited for him to serve in fewer. Why does 
the Gemara suggest a different reason? They explain that 
the Gemara refers to a case where the priest was forced to 
step down from his position, e.g., because he became sick or 
elderly and could no longer go out to the battlefields and 
consequently another priest was appointed in his place. Since 
he no longer serves, there is no longer any prohibition for him 


to wear fewer than eight garments. However, because he re- 


tains the personal sanctity of a priest anointed for war, to now 


only wear four garments would be an infraction of the prin- 


ciple that one should not downgrade in matters of sanctity. 


The bull brought for all the mitzvot - miyan bs by N27 79: 
According to Rashi and other commentators, the bull brought 
for all the mitzvot is the same as the bull of an anointed priest. 
The bull sacrificed as a sin-offering for the congregation is not 
mentioned here because essentially it is an offering of the 
community, not of the High Priest. As such, in the event that 
there was no High Priest, a common priest would sacrifice it 
(see Tosafot Yeshanim and Ritva). 
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Abaye said to him: Would you make him like a non-priest? If 
he dresses like neither a High Priest nor a common priest, then 
effectively he is like a non-priest, but that is certainly not true. 
Rather, the meaning of the baraita is that the priest anointed for 
war does not dress like a High Priest due to the animosity that 
could be caused between him and the High Priest if they both 
wore similar garments. Therefore, although according to Torah 
law the priest anointed for war should dress like a High Priest, the 
Sages decreed that he should not, out of concern that animosity 
might result. And he does not dress like a common priest, due 
to the principle: One elevates to a higher level in matters of sanc- 
tity and one does not downgrade." Since the priest anointed for 
war attained the level of sanctity of a High Priest, he may not now 
be demoted to serve as an ordinary priest and dress accordingly. 


Rav Adda bar Abba said to Rava: But there is this tanna of the 
following baraita who does not accept the concern of animosity 
as a reason to prevent one from wearing similar garments, and yet 
even according to him the priest anointed for war does not serve 
wearing the eight garments. Clearly, there must be a different 
reason. 


As it was taught in a baraita: The matters in which there are 
differences between a High Priest and a common priest are 
as follows: 

The bull of the anointed priest, also called the bull brought 
for all the mitzvot," which is brought for unwittingly decid- 
ing and following an erroneous halakhic ruling in a case for 
which one would be liable to receive the penalty of karet had he 
committed it intentionally; 

And the bull of Yom Kippur; 

And the tenth of an ephah that the High Priest offers each day. 

Only the High Priest brings the above offerings. 


In addition, when in mourning, a High Priest does not let his hair 
grow wild, nor does he rend his clothing in the way other 
mourners do. But he does rend his clothing from below, in a 
place that is not noticeable, while the common priest rends 
from above in the normal manner. 

And he may not become ritually impure in the event of the death 
of his close relatives, but a common priest may. 

And he is commanded to marry a virgin, and he is prohibited 
from marrying a widow, in contrast to a common priest who 
is prohibited to marry only a divorcee. 

And his death allows the return of the accidental killer from the 
city of refuge. 


And he sacrifices offerings even when he is an acute mourner, i.e., 
on the first day of his mourning, but he may not eat from the 
offerings on that day and he may not take a portion from them. 

And he takes his portion first from any offering of his choice. 

And he has the first right to sacrifice any offering he wants. 

And he serves wearing eight garments. 

And he is exempt from bringing an offering for unwittingly caus- 
ing ritual impurity to the Temple and its sacred objects. 

And all parts of the Yom Kippur service are valid only when 
performed by him. 


And all these halakhot unique to the High Priest are not limited 
to one who was consecrated with anointing oil, but apply also to 
a High Priest of many garments. During the Second Temple 
period, when the oil used for anointing was no longer available 
for anointing High Priests, the High Priests were consecrated by 
virtue of wearing the eight garments. This is true except with re- 
gard to the bull brought for all the mitzvot, which is brought 
only by a High Priest consecrated with anointing oil. 
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And all these halakhot apply to a former High Priest who had 
been consecrated to substitute for a High Priest who had become 
disqualified. If the disqualification of the original High Priest is 
removed, he may return to his position. Although the substitute 
no longer serves as a High Priest, he retains the sanctity of a High 
Priest and the halakhot of the High Priest continue to apply to him. 
This is true except with regard to the sacrifice of the bull on Yom 
Kippur and the sacrifice of the tenth of an ephah each day. 


And none of them applies to the priest anointed for war, except 
for the five items stated explicitly in the passage about the High 
Priest (Leviticus 21:10-15): 

When in mourning, he does not let his hair grow wild nor does 
he rend his clothing in the way regular mourners do. 

And he may not become ritually impure in the event of the death 
of his close relatives. 

And he is commanded to marry a virgin, and he is prohibited 
from marrying a widow. 

And his death allows the return of the accidental killer from the 
city of refuge, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda in tractate Makkot (11a). And the Rabbis say: His death 
does not allow the return of the accidental killer from the city 
of refuge. 


The baraita teaches that a former High Priest also wears the eight 
garments of the High Priest. It is therefore apparent that the tanna 
of the baraita is not concerned about animosity which could be 
caused if the High Priest and the former High Priest wear similar 
garments. Despite this, the baraita agrees that the priest anointed 
for war does not wear the eight garments. This suggests that the 
reason for this is not out of concern that animosity might result. 
The Gemara rejects this proof: When the High Priest has no ani- 
mosity toward someone else wearing the same garments, it is only 
where that person is similar to him, such as a former High Priest 
who held the same rank. But toward someone inferior to him who 
wears the same garments, such as the priest anointed for war, he 
does feel animosity." 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Abbahu was sitting before the Sages 
and saying this halakha of Rav Dimi, that the priest anointed for 
war serves in the same garments as the High Priest, in the name of 
Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi turned their faces 
away" to show that they disagreed. Some say it was not Rabbi 
Abbahu but Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba who said it, and it was away 
from him that Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi turned their faces. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to the alternative account: Granted, 
if you say that Rabbi Abbahu reported the halakha, it is under- 
standable that Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi did not state outright that 
they disagreed with him due to the honor of the house of the 
caesar," as Rabbi Abbahu was close to the government (see Hagiga 
14a). But if the alternative account were true, then they should 
have said outright to Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba that they held that 
Rabbi Yohanan did not say this, since there would have been no 
reason not to have done so. Therefore, Rav Pappa claimed this ac- 
count must be incorrect. 


The Gemara cites an opinion that conflicts with that of Rav Dimi: 
When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: The 
teaching that the priest anointed for war wears the eight garments 
of the High Priest was stated only with regard to being consulted 
for the decision of the Urim VeTummim. To be consulted he must 
wear all eight garments; however, he never serves in them. That 
was also taught in a baraita: The garments in which the High 
Priest serves are also worn when the priest anointed for war is 
consulted for the decision of the Urim VeTummim.4 


NOTES 
Toward someone inferior to him he does feel ani- 
mosity — a Dx ma TNT: This observation is noted 
in several places in the Gemara. One feels animosity 
only toward someone who is less deserving and who 
nevertheless receives equal or preferable status. 


Turned their faces away — amma... TTT: The 
Sages would all sit facing the Sage who was currently 
expounding the halakha. When they wished to respond 
or show they disagreed, they would turn their faces 
toward the students who sat behind them. 


The honor of the house of the caesar — 19737 NIP»: 
Great respect was shown to the ruling government, 
even a non-Jewish one. For that reason, anyone who 
was close to the authorities was also treated with honor. 


HALAKHA 
The garments of the priest anointed for war - 734 
manda mwn: When the priest anointed for war serves in 
the Temple, he serves in the four garments of acommon 


priest. This is in accordance with the opinion of Ravin 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:21). 
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HALAKHA 

How does one consult the Urim VeTummim - Doyiv WD 
Dam WA: The priest stands facing the Ark, and the per- 
son who is asking stands behind the priest, facing him. The 
person who is asking states what he wishes to ask; he does 
not ask in a loud voice nor does he merely think the question 
in his head. Rather, he uses a soft voice, like one who prays 
alone. The Divine Spirit moves the priest, and he looks at the 
breastplate and sees a prophecy in the letters raised on it. The 
priest answers: Do this, or: Do not do that. One may not ask 
two questions together; however if one does, he is answered 
with regard to the first question alone (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:11). 


— NOTES = —W—W______- 
Toward the Divine Presence - nyw bp: Rashi understands 
the Divine Presence as a reference to the Urim VeTummim. 
However, the Rambam understands it as a reference to the 
Ark (see Halakha note). 


And he shall inquire for him - 1 drew: The phrase “for him” 
is apparently superfluous here. It comes to emphasize that no 
one else should hear his question. 


And he shall inquire for him before God - ’7 23 b xwn: 
If the verse had stated that the question is put to God, one 
might have concluded that thought alone is indeed sufficient, 
as God knows one’s thoughts. However, the phrase “before 
God" indicates that he must turn to God only while his words 
are still audible (Maharsha). 


Perek VII 
Daf 73 Amud b 


NOTES =—— 
He was answered in order - 17D b amiri: The statement that 
one is answered with regard to the first question first means 
that one is first answered with regard to the logically first ques- 
tion, even if he asked it second (Ritva). In the Jerusalem Talmud 
a different explanation is cited, based on this verse: If one asks 
two questions he is answered only, if at all, with regard to the 
second question. 
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Q The Sages taught: How does one consult the Urim VeTummim? 
The one asking stands with his face toward the one who is asked, 
i.e, the High Priest or the priest anointed for war. And the one 
who is asked, the High Priest, turns his face toward the Divine 
Presence," i.e., the Urim VeTummim, in which the explicit name of 
God is found, by tilting his head downward toward it. 


The one who asks says his question, e.g.: “Shall I pursue after this 
troop?” (1 Samuel 30:8). And the one who is asked answers him 
according to the response he receives and says, for example: Thus 
says God: Go up and succeed. Rabbi Yehuda says: He need not 
say the words: Thus says God; rather, it is sufficient to relay the 
content of the response and say: Go up and succeed, since he is 
obviously only repeating what he was told. 


One does not ask in a loud voice, as it is stated: “And he shall 
stand before Elazar the priest, who shall inquire for him" by the 
judgment of the Urim” (Numbers 27:21), which implies that the 
inquiry is to be audible only to the person asking. And he should 
not think his question in his heart but should enunciate it, as it 
is stated: “And...who shall inquire for him by the judgment of 
the Urim before God” (Numbers 27:21)," and immediately after- 
ward it states: “By his mouth” (Numbers 27:21). Rather, how shall 
he inquire? He should do so akin to the way that Hannah spoke 
in her prayer, as it is stated: “Now Hannah spoke in her heart; 
only her lips moved, but her voice could not be heard” (1 Samuel 
1:13), which indicates she did enunciate the words but spoke so 
quietly that no one else could hear. 


One does not ask about two matters simultaneously; rather, one 
asks one question, and after he is answered he asks a second ques- 
tion. And even if he asks about two matters simultaneously, he is 
answered only with regard to one of them, and he is answered 
only with regard to the first question. As it is stated with regard 
to King David that he asked two questions simultaneously: “Will 
the men of Keilah deliver me into his hand? Will Saul come 
down?” (1 Samuel 23:11). And he was answered with regard to only 
one: “And God said: He will come down.” (1 Samuel 23:11). The 
Gemara asks: But didn’t you say that if one asks two questions, 
he is answered only with regard to the first question? Yet the verse 
states that David received an answer for his second question, not 
the first. The Gemara answers: David asked the questions 


out of order and he was answered in order." He should have 
asked first whether Saul would come down, and afterward what 
the people of Keilah would do. And once he realized that he had 
asked out of order he went back and asked in order, as it is 
stated immediately afterward: “Will the men of Keilah deliver 
me and my men into the hand of Saul? And God said: They will 
deliver you” (1 Samuel 23:12). 


But if the matter is urgent and requires asking two questions si- 
multaneously, there being no time to follow the standard protocol, 
one may ask both questions simultaneously and he is answered 
with regard to the two questions together, as it is stated: “And 
David asked of God, saying: Shall I pursue after this troop? Will 
I overtake them? And He answered him: Pursue, for you will 
surely overtake them, and will surely rescue” (1 Samuel 30:8). 
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The Gemara notes the reliability of the Urim VeTummim: Even 
though a decree of a prophet can be retracted, as sometimes 
a dire prophecy is stated as a warning and does not come true, a 
decree of the Urim VeTummim cannot be retracted." As it is 
stated: “By the judgment of the Urim” (Numbers 27:21). The 
use of the term judgment suggests that the decree is as final as a 
judicial decision. 


Why is it called Urim VeTummim? Urim, which is based on the 
word or, light, is so called because it illuminates and explains its 
words. Tummim, which is based on the word tam, completed, is 
because it fulfills its words, which always come true. 


And if you say: In the battles following the incidents in Gibeah 
of Benjamin (Judges 19-20), why did the Urim VeTummim not 
fulfill its words? The Jewish People consulted the Urim VeTummim 
three times with regard to their decision to attack the tribe of 
Benjamin, and each time they were instructed to go to battle. How- 
ever, the first two times they were defeated and only on the third 
attempt were they successful. Is this not proof that the Urim 
VeTummim does not always fulfill its words? 


The Gemara answers: The first two times they did not check with 
the Urim VeTummim whether they would be victorious or be 
defeated but only inquired how and whether they should go to 
battle. Had they asked, they indeed would have been told that they 
would not succeed. But on the last time, when they did check 
and inquire whether they would be successful, the Urim 
VeTummim agreed with them that they should go to battle and 
that they would succeed, as it is stated: “And Pinehas, the son of 
Elazar, the son of Aaron, stood before it in those days, saying: 
Shall I yet again go out to battle against the children of Benja- 
min my brother, or shall I cease? And God said: Go up, for 
tomorrow I will deliver him into your hand” (Judges 20:28). 


How is it done?" How does the Urim VeTummim provide an an- 
swer? The names of the twelve tribes were engraved upon the 

stones of the breastplate. These letters allowed for the answer to 

be received. Rabbi Yohanan says: The letters of the answer pro- 
trude, and the priest then combines those letters to form words 

in order to ascertain the message. Reish Lakish says: The letters 

rearrange themselves and join" together to form words. 


The Gemara asks: How was it possible to receive an answer to 
every question? But the letter tzadi is not written" within the 
names of the twelve tribes engraved on the breastplate’s stones. 
Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak said: The names Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob were also written there. The name Yitzhak, Isaac, contains 
the letter tzadi. The Gemara asks again: But surely the letter tet 
was not written on the breastplate, since it is not found in the 
names of the Patriarchs nor in the names of the twelve tribes. Rav 
Aha bar Ya’akov said: Shivtei Yeshurun, the tribes of Jeshurun, 
was also written there. The word shivtei, tribes, contains the letter 
tet. In this way the entire alphabet was represented." 


What was written on the breastplate — wina sind ma: The 
names of the twelve tribes are written on the breastplate, along 
with the names Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob written above the 
name Reuben, and Shivtei Yah, the tribes of God, written be- 
low the name Benjamin, so that all the letters of the alphabet 
are represented (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
9:7). The Kesef Mishne questions the source of Rambam's phrase 


HALAKHA 


Shivtei Yah, since the Gemara here has Shivtei Yeshurun and 
the Jerusalem Talmud has Shivtei Yisrael, the tribes of Israel. 
The Kesef Mishne writes that perhaps the Rambam thought 
that it made no difference what the second word was, since 
the phrase was necessary only for the tet in the word Shiv- 
tei. Therefore, he chose a term that appears in the Bible (see 
Psalms 122:4). 


NOTES 


A decree of the Urim VeTummim cannot be retracted - 
DWN Ay ODI OK NPA: The words of a prophet are 
stated before the fact and not necessarily in a moment of 
emergency. As one has the opportunity to consider and 
repent, the statements of prophets sometimes serve as 
warnings. In the case of the Urim VeTummim, on the other 
hand, there is no chance to affect the outcome, and there- 
ore the answer given is precisely what will happen (Meiri). 


How is it done - mya t¥9D: The Ritva explains (see also 
he commentary of the Ramban to Exodus 28:30) that the 
Urim VeTummim was pieces of parchment on which God's 
sacred names were written. These were inserted into the 
“olds of the breastplate, and they would cause the letters 
o light up. In the Jerusalem Talmud, an opinion is cited that 
he priest would hear the answer out loud. 


Protrude...join - mipeyn...nivdia: Rashi assumes that 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish debate whether the let- 
ers remained in place and the priest had to decipher the 
message, or whether the letters would themselves form the 
answer. However, the Ritva assumes they do not disagree. 
Rather, first the letters would protrude, and then afterward 
hey would rearrange themselves to form the words of 
he answer. 


But tzadi is not written - ”4¥ 73 IND xb im}: Later com- 
mentaries ask why the Gemara does not ask about earlier 
etters in the alphabet, such as het; this question is also 
raised in the Jerusalem Talmud. Apparently, the Gemara’s 
question is based on the message cited above from the 
book of Samuel, which included the letter tzadi. The Ge- 
mara’s answer explains where the letters het and kuf came 
rom; therefore, the Gemara proceeds to ask only about 
he letter tet. 
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NOTES §=—HHW¥—__—_—_- 
Any priest who does not speak with Divine Spirit - y> bs 
wpa ma IT iXw: See Il Samuel 15, which recounts that 
upon his flight from Absalom, David wished to consult with 
the Urim VeTummim. He first asked Ebiathar to consult it, but 
he was not answered. David therefore removed him from the 
High Priesthood. Zadok was then installed in his place, and 
when he consulted the Urim VeTummim he was answered. The 
verse: “Zadok the priest who saw” (II Samuel 15:27), alludes to 
Zadok's divine inspiration (see Rashi). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Any priest who 
does not speak with Divine Spirit" and upon whom the Divine 
Presence does not rest is not consulted to inquire of the Urim 
VeTummim. As Zadok inquired of the Urim VeTummim and it 
was effective for him, and he received an answer; but Ebiathar 
inquired and it was not effective for him, and he did not receive 
an answer. As it is stated: “But Ebiathar went up until all the 
people had finished” (11 Samuel 15:24), which is taken to mean 
that he was removed from the High Priesthood since the Divine 
Spirit had departed from him. 


The Gemara asks: If it is true that the letters of the breastplate 
protrude or even join together to form the answer, why does the 
High Priest need the Divine Spirit and Divine Presence to be 
with him? And if he has the Divine Spirit and Divine Presence 
with him, why does he need the Urim VeTummim? The Gemara 
answers: The Divine Spirit assisted the Urim VeTummim. In other 
words, the letters formed the answer only if the High Priest himself 
was worthy, but his divine inspiration was not great enough to 
provide an answer without them. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And the High Priest may be con- 
sulted for the decision of the Urim VeTummim only on behalf of 
the king, or on behalf of the president of the court, or on behalf 
of one whom the community needs. From where are these mat- 
ters derived? Rabbi Abbahu said that the verse states: “And 

he shall stand before Elazar the priest, who shall inquire for 

him by the judgment of the Urim before God; by his mouth they 
shall go out, and by his mouth they shall come in, both he and 

all the children of Israel with him, even all the congregation” 
(Numbers 27:21). Each phrase describes a different circumstance 

in which the Urim VeTummim may be consulted: “He”; this is a 

reference to a king, as “he” refers to Joshua, who had the status of 
aking. “All the children of Israel with him”; this is a reference to 

the priest anointed for war, as all of the Jewish people follow him 

to war according to his instruction. “Even all the congregation’; 

this is a reference to the Sanhedrin, who are the heads of the 

Jewish people. 
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The chapter discussed the High Priest’s public reading of the Torah. Since he reads 
from different places within the Torah, he must furl the Torah during the reading. 
The Gemara expands on this issue and discusses in what circumstances one may or 
may not skip over sections during the public reading of the Torah and the Prophets. 


The chapter also focused on issues concerning the priestly vestments. The Gemara 
discusses whether the priests may derive benefit from them. It concludes that while 
in the Temple they may wear them and use them even when they are not engaged 
in the Temple service, they are not permitted to do so outside the Temple confines. 


The precise order of the day is not fully explained either by the Torah or even by the 
Mishna. The Gemara draws on various sources to clarify the day’s schedule. Accord- 
ing to the Gemara’s conclusion, following the daily morning offering, the bull and 
seven lambs of the additional offering of Yom Kippur are sacrificed. Then the High 
Priest begins the special Yom Kippur service which he performs in the white gar- 
ments. He then changes back into the golden garments and completes the sacrifice 
of the remaining offerings of the day. Then, in the white garments, he reenters the 
Holy of Holies to retrieve the items he had left there earlier. He then leaves, and in the 
golden garments completes the day with the sacrifice of the daily afternoon offering. 
Upon the safe and full completion of the day’s service, the High Priest returns to his 
home, accompanied by the people. He makes a party and rejoices with his friends 
to celebrate the successful completion of his mission. 


Continuing its focus on the priestly vestments, the chapter discussed their crea- 
tion: What materials are used, how the threads are spun, and many other perti- 
nent halakhot. In addition, the Gemara considers some of the halakhot of the Urim 
VeTummim and howit is to be consulted. This includes the question of who may wear 
it in order for it to be consulted. 
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Perek VII 
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There are essentially two mitzvot of Yom Kippur that are relevant to all of the Jewish 
people: Refraining from forbidden labor and afflicting oneself. The concept of 
refraining from forbidden labor is well known from the laws of Shabbat and the 
Festivals. The verses in the Torah teach that those labors that are forbidden on 
Shabbat are the same ones that are forbidden on Yom Kippur. These can be defined 
as planned, thoughtful, creative work. 


However, the mitzva to afflict oneselfis unique to Yom Kippur. This chapter focuses 
primarily on the mitzva to afflict oneself: What is the definition of affliction? Is the 
required affliction passive or active? Who is included in the mitzva to afflict oneself? 
Is there an obligation for parents to educate their children in this mitzva? What about 
ill and weak people whose lives might be endangered by the mitzva of afflicting one- 
self? Are they obligated to fast under all conditions and situations? Perhaps there are 
exceptions because of the danger to their lives and well-being. Indeed, this question 
may be asked about all the mitzvot in the Torah. However, with respect to the mitzva 
of afflicting oneself, it is not merely a peripheral question but fundamental to the 
nature of the day. Therefore, this chapter is the place for clarification of the details 
of the mitzva and the laws of saving lives. 


Another aspect of Yom Kippur is atonement from sin. This chapter investigates the 
parameters of that atonement: Is it always effective, unlimited, and unconditional? 
Or perhaps the atonement of Yom Kippur depends on one’s actions or situation. 


This chapter deals primarily with these issues and related topics. 


Introduction to 
Perek VIII 
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MI S HNA On Yom Kippur, the day on which there 


is a mitzva by Torah law to afflict oneself, 
it is prohibited to engage in eating and in drinking, and in 
bathing," and in smearing oil on one’s body, and in wearing 
shoes," and in conjugal relations. However, the king, in defer- 
ence to his eminence, and a new bride within thirty days of her 
marriage, who wishes to look especially attractive at the beginning 
of her relationship with her husband, may wash their faces" on 
Yom Kippur. A woman after childbirth, who is suffering, may 
wear shoes because going barefoot causes her pain. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer. The Rabbis prohibit these activities 
for a king, a new bride, and a woman after childbirth. 


The mishna elaborates: One who eats a large date-bulk of food, 
equivalent to a date and its pit," or who drinks a cheekful of 
liquid on Yom Kippur is liable" to receive the punishment of karet 
for failing to fulfill the mitzva to afflict oneself on Yom Kippur. All 
foods that one eats join together to constitute a date-bulk; and 
all liquids that one drinks join together to constitute a cheekful. 
However, if one eats and drinks, the food and beverage do not 
join together” to constitute a measure that determines liability, as 
each is measured separately. 


GEMARA”™ Gemara expresses surprise at the 


mishna's terminology, which states that 
it is prohibited to eat and drink on Yom Kippur. Why does the 
mishna use the word prohibited, which indicates that these 
activities are only sinful? It is, after all, punishable by karet if 
he eats, and the mishna should have used the more accurate word 
liable. Rabbi Ila said, and some say that Rabbi Yirmeya said: 
This term is needed only for a half-measure," meaning that if one 
eats less than the amount that incurs the punishment of karet, he 
still violates a prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: This explanation works out well according to 
the one who said that a half-measure is prohibited by Torah law 
even though it does not incur a punishment. But according to 
the one who says that a half-measure is permitted by Torah law, 
and that it is the Sages who prohibit eating less than a full measure, 
what is there to say about the terminology, as it was stated that 
amora’im debated the nature of a half-measure of a forbidden 
substance? 


HALAKHA 


Prohibitions for the sake of affliction on Yom Kippur - miw 
Da7 Oa 9y OW: On Yom Kippur, it is prohibited to eat 
or drink, bathe or smear oneself with oil, wear leather shoes, or 
engage in conjugal relations. One is liable to receive karet only 
for eating or drinking (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6111). 


The king and a bride may wash their faces — aban par 
ama nyg amy: The king may wash his face on Yom Kippur, in 
deference to his status, to allow people to see his beauty. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as the 
Gemara rules according to his opinion (Hagahot Maimoniyot; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 3:1). A bride is al- 
lowed to wash her face if Yom Kippur is within thirty days after 
her wedding. This leniency is not observed in modern times, as 
the entire community spends the day in the synagogue, where 
the husband does not see his bride (Mishna Berura; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 61310). 


The measure of food that determines liability for eating on 


Yom Kippur - waT OF TP% nyw: One who eats on Yom 
Kippur an amount of food equal to the volume of a large date, 
which is slightly smaller than an egg-bulk, is liable. All types 
of food are combined to reach this measure, as stated in the 
mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:1). 


The measure of liquid that determines liability for drinking 
on Yom Kippur - a"937 OPA mng nyw: One who drinks a 
cheekful of beverage on Yom Kippur i is liable. All types of drink 
can be combined to reach this measure (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 612:9). 


Half-measure - yw »¥M: If one ate or drank less than a full 


measure on Yom Kippur he is not liable to receive karet, al- 


though such an act is prohibited by Torah law. One who eats or 
drinks a half-measure receives lashes by rabbinic decree. This 
ruling follows Rabbi Yohanan, in his dispute with Reish Lakish 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 2:3). 


NOTES 


Five methods of affliction — o0™»y menan: There are five 
methods of affliction required on Yom ‘Kippur. Eating and 
drinking count as one. The medieval commentaries dis- 
agree on whether all are mandated by Torah law (Rambam), 
or if only eating and drinking are Torah prohibitions and 
the rest are rabbinic (Tosefot Yom Tov; Rosh; see Rabbeinu 
Nissim). 


Bathing - nym: Because bathing is usually done with 
water, a separate prohibition against smearing with oil had 
to be specified. Some authorities distinguish between bath- 
ing, which is prohibited for any purpose, and smearing oil 
on oneself, which is prohibited only for pleasure (see Rav 
Shmuel Strashun). 


Wearing shoes [ne’ilat hasandal] —byen boyy: Although 
the use of footwear was not yet universal during the time 
of the Mishna, it was more common in urban areas and 
sandals were the common form of footwear. By the time 
of the Gemara, shoes became commonplace and it was 
considered unusual to walk around barefoot. The Hebrew 
word sandal does not refer only to open footwear; wearing 
any kind of leather shoe is prohibited. 


Ancient sandal found at Masada 


If one eats and drinks, the food and beverage do not join 
together — DDWYN px ANWM baix: Commentaries ask 
why the mishna does not simply say that food and bever- 
ages do not combine (see Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). Some 
suggest that even according to the opinion that food and 
drinks do combine with regard to other halakhot, the issue 
is one’s frame of mind with regard to Yom Kippur. For this 
reason, the question is presented from his perspective (see 
Siah Yitzhak and Tosefet Yom Hakippurim). 
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NOTES 


Tereifa — 79W: Generally speaking, a tereifa is an animal 
that is suffering from a condition that will cause it to die 
within twelve months. It is prohibited by the Torah to 
eat an animal that has been injured or is stricken with a 
disease of this nature, although the actual source for this 
prohibition is a matter of dispute. Some authorities cite 
Exodus 22:30: “You shall not eat any flesh that is torn of 
beasts in the field,” while others suggest Deuteronomy 
14:21: “You shall not eat of any thing that died of itself” 
According to the Minhat Hinukh and others, both verses 
together serve as the source for the prohibition. 


HALAKHA 

He was already sworn and obligated at Mount Sinai - 
ITD WI TYI yawn: One who swears not to eat and 
then eats foods prohibited by the Torah is exempt from the 
punishment incurred for breaking an oath. If one swears 
not to eat any amount of food from a neveila or a tereifa 
and eats less than an olive-bulk, he is liable with regard to 
his oath because the oath that took effect at Mount Sinai 
did not apply to less than an olive-bulk (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 5:7, and in the comments of the 
Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne). 


Perek VIII 
Daf74 Amuda 


NOTES 


An oath of testimony — myy nyaw: The laws of an oath 
of testimony are mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 5:1) and 
are explored in depth in tractate Shevuot. If a litigant finds 
witnesses who are capable of testifying on his behalf and 
has them swear that they will testify, they must bring a 
particular type of sin-offering if they do not then testify. 
This issue is considered a detail of monetary law, and the 
oath takes effect only with regard to one who is eligible 
to give testimony. 


To exclude a king - tn wiyh: The Sages debate wheth- 
er the freedom that a king has from testifying is a Torah 
exemption to preserve his honor or a rabbinic exemption 
relating to the kings of the northern kingdom of Israel, 
who did not observe Torah law (see Tosefet Yom HaKip- 
purim, Gevurat Ari). In practice, a king does not take the 
oath of testimony. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: It is prohibited by Torah law, and the Torah 
prohibits even a minute amount of forbidden substance. Reish 
Lakish said: It is permitted by Torah law. This explanation works 
out well according to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. However, 
according to the opinion of Reish Lakish, what can be said? The 
Gemara answers: Reish Lakish concedes that a half-measure is pro- 
hibited by rabbinic law. If so, Reish Lakish, too, will say that eating 
or drinking a half-measure is prohibited on Yom Kippur, by rabbinic 
law. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if according to Reish Lakish there is a rab- 
binic prohibition to eat a half-measure, one should not be liable to 
bring an offering for breaking an oath to eat a half-measure of forbid- 
den foods. Why, then, did we learn in a mishna otherwise: He who 
swore the following oath, an oath that I will not eat, and then ate 
unslaughtered animal carcasses, tereifot," reptiles, or creeping ani- 
mals, he is liable to bring an offering for violating his oath. Rabbi 
Shimon exempts him. 


And we discussed it: Why should he be liable for breaking an oath? 
He was already sworn and obligated at Mount Sinai," along with 
the rest of the Jewish people, not to eat these things. According to 
halakha, an oath does not take effect if it contradicts a previously 
existing oath. The second oath to not eat has no effect in terms of 
eating forbidden foods, so why should one be liable for breaking it? 
Rav, and Shmuel, and Rabbi Yohanan say with regard to this: Here 
we are dealing with a case where one includes permitted foods with 
forbidden foods. This means that had one sworn only not to eat 
unslaughtered animal carcasses or tereifot and then ate them, he would 
not be liable for breaking the oath because he was already sworn not 
to eat those foods. However, if one swore not to eat at all, his oath 
takes effect on permitted foods. Consequently, ifhe eats any food he 
is liable. 


And Reish Lakish said: The only application of this mishna you will 
find is in a case where one explicitly says that he will not eat a half- 
measure, and this is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 
They say that when one swears that he will not eat, he prohibits him- 
self only from eating a whole measure of food. If he eats a half- 
measure, he has not violated a prohibition. Therefore, in order for a 
half-measure to be prohibited, he needs to specify this in his oath. Or, 
you find it in the case of one who makes no specification at all of a 
half-measure, 


and the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
who said: A man prohibits himself from any amount. If a man 
swears that he will not eat, he thereby prohibits himself from eating 
even the smallest amount of food. Therefore, Reish Lakish himself 
maintains that eating a half-measure does not constitute a prohibition. 


And if you say: Perhaps Reish Lakish maintains that since a half- 
measure is permitted by Torah law, despite the fact that it is prohib- 
ited by rabbinic law, one is liable to bring an offering for violating an 
oath, then there is the following problem: Didn’t we learn in a mish- 
na: An oath of testimony" where one is sworn to give testimony on 
something that he saw or knew, applies only to those who are eli- 
gible to give testimony. If one who is ineligible to testify swears an 
oath to give testimony, the oath is invalid even if he does not testify. 
And we discussed it: The statement: Those who are eligible to give 
testimony, comes to exclude what? After all, it was already said that 
the oath does not apply to women, relatives, and other disqualified 
people. Rav Pappa said: It comes to exclude a king." A king is not 
disqualified from giving testimony, but he does not testify before a 
court, due to the requirement to give respect to a king. 
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Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: It comes to exclude one who plays 

with dice, whom the Sages disqualified from giving testi- 
mony. But surely one who plays with dice is eligible by Torah 
law to give testimony, and it is the Sages who disqualified him. 
Despite this, an oath of testimony does not apply to him by 
Torah law, even though the prohibition on his testifying is 

rabbinic. 


The Gemara rejects this by distinguishing between the two 
cases: It is different there, in the case of testimony, where the 
verse states: “If he does not utter it, then he shall bear his 
iniquity” (Leviticus 5:1), i.e., aman who can testify but doesn’t 
do so should be punished. But this person cannot ever give 
testimony since the court will not accept his testimony. The 
Torah makes liability for an oath of testimony contingent on 
one’s ability to testify. Therefore, an oath of testimony would 
not apply to someone unable to testify. However, one who 
takes an oath not to eat is liable ifhe breaks that oath, notwith- 
standing the rabbinic prohibition against eating less than a 
measure of forbidden food. Consequently, this rejection does 
not stand, and the first explanation remains. 


§) The Gemara’ initial assumption is that the mishna’s use of 
the word prohibited is referring to a transgression not punish- 
able by karet. The Gemara asks: And anywhere that it teaches 
that transgressing is punishable by karet, does it never teach 
using the word prohibited? Was it not taught in a baraita: 
Although they said the word prohibited with all of the five 
Yom Kippur afflictions, they said that the punishment of 
karet" applies only to one who eats, or drinks, or performs 
prohibited labor. This means that the word prohibit is used 
with transgressions punishable by karet as well. The Gemara 
rejects this. This is what the baraita is saying: When they said 
that those five activities are prohibited, they said that only 
with regard to a half-measure; but a full measure is punish- 
able by karet. And although a violation is punishable by karet, 
it is punishable by karet only if one eats, or drinks, or per- 
forms prohibited labor; these alone are the cases where karet 
is incurred. 


And if you wish, say instead that when it is taught in the 
mishna using the language of prohibited, it is referring to the 
other transgressions, which do not incur karet. As Rabba and 
Rav Yosef taught this in other books of Rav’s school, i.e., the 
Sifrei, the halakhic midrash on Numbers and Deuteronomy: 
From where is it derived that it is prohibited to engage in 
bathing, and in smearing oil on one’s body, and in wearing 
shoes, and in having relations on Yom Kippur? The verse 
states: “Shabbaton” (Leviticus 16:31), meaning resting and 
refraining from certain activities. Therefore, the word pro- 
hibit is used with these activities, but they are not punishable 
by karet. 


One who plays with dice - mapa prwn: If individuals take 
an oath to testify despite being ineligible to do so, eg., they 
are relatives, one is a king, or one or both are disqualified for 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
One who plays with dice - xapa pnw: Dice games were ac- 
companied by gambling throughout the Roman Empire. Tractate 
Sanhedrin lists dice players among those whom the Sages prohibit 
from giving testimony. There are different opinions with regard to 
the rationale for this halakha. According to some, the winnings 
from playing dice are not acquired in a legal manner because the 
other players do not expect to lose when they place their bets. 
Therefore, one who takes money in this fashion is considered a 
robber by rabbinic decree. Even according to those who say that 
money won through gambling is not considered stolen, gambling 
is nonetheless considered despicable behavior. 


Fresco of dice players, found in Pompeii 


Ancient Roman dice. The basic design has not changed significantly over the years. 


Hilkhot Shevuot 10:1). 


some reason, their oath is invalid, but they are not obligated 


to bring an offering. This is so even if their disqualification is 


rabbinic, e.g., because they gamble. This ruling in accordance 
with Rav Aha Bar Ya'akov (Kesef Mishne Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 


Karet on Yom Kippur — o°15377 OA MI: There are five 


activities prohibited on Yom Kippur due to the mitzva to af- 
flict oneself, in addition to the prohibition of performing la- 
bor. However, only eating, drinking, and performing prohib- 
ited labor incur the punishment of karet (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 61171). 
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Because it is fit to combine - romped nM VD: Rabbi 
Yohanan's reasoning can be explained as follows: It is neces- 
sary to say that a half-measure of a forbidden food is itself 
prohibited. Otherwise, it could be said that one who eats 
a half-measure and then another half-measure has not 
eaten forbidden food, since each half measure was permit- 
ted. Tosafot Yeshanim claim that Rabbi Yohanan derives his 
ruling from the words “all fat” (Leviticus 7:23). According to 
Rabbi Yohanan, this verse prohibits a half-measure, and the 
reason given here is only an explanation of the mandate 
in the Torah. 


Koy - 13: There is uncertainty whether a koy is a wild beast, 
a domestic animal, a hybrid of both, or a species whose true 
nature has never been determined. Questions concerning 
the issue of uncertainty arise in the laws that differentiate 
between domestic and wild animals. For example, may its 
fat be eaten; must its blood be covered; and, consequently, 
may it be slaughtered on a Festival? 


A mere support — xpbya MDDK: Occasionally a halakhic 
midrash provides support for a rabbinic law rather than 
interpreting a verse in order to reveal a Torah law. In such a 
case, the midrash is called an asmakhta, a support. This term 
indicates that the law does not originate from the Torah. 


A verse to include an uncertainty - x30 mind xp: The 
Torah teaches straightforward halakha and does not address 
cases of uncertainty. Although there are legal principles that 
govern uncertain situations, the uncertainty arises in the 
interpretation of the Torah, not in the Torah itself, and the 
Torah does not resolve these questions. This issue relates to 
the following question: There is a principle that in cases of 
uncertainty pertaining to Torah law, the ruling is stringent. 
Is this principle a Torah law or rabbinic law? 


Koy — ‘13: An animal born to a domestic animal and a per- 
mitted wild beast is called a koy. Eating its fat is prohibited 
but is not punishable by lashes (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
80:6). 


TION STON PIIVI TW YT KIN 
yo a sax wb W TAT p 
m WO WO PM n minI 
KTDK DNVK INT PS TIAA 
yo am sax wp wy ax xp 

KPN- INT WS AY AAT 


b prs wpb wh poi a1 PII 
yea tw waya iw da rb 
wya PX) Login ap ym MD 
anb nada - TNI ivy Dip» 
MSBP NIP ATID "abn bee 

saya 


TIVI xpbp NT anon m2 97 
PII NIT KPID ND MMM 
KOKI DWD ON PKPD” mins KI? 


ADP TE 


Koy - ‘ib: Many problems arise in trying to identify the koy. It 
is mentioned numerous times in the Mishna and the Gemara, 
not because it is a common animal, but rather because it is 
useful in discussions that explore the parameters and limits of 
the laws of domestic animals versus wild animals. As early as 
the mishnaic period, the Sages disagreed on the identification 
of the koy. Some maintain that it is a hybrid born to a deer or 
another kosher wild animal and a goat. 


According to many researchers, the koy is identified as the 
water buffalo. There are allusions to this identification in some 
medieval rabbinic sources. Others reject this idea and claim that 
water buffalo did not live in Eretz Yisrael during the time of the 
Mishna, when the koy was first mentioned. Others maintain 
that the koy is the mouflon, a subspecies of wild sheep, though 
there are a number of opinions as to the specific subspecies of 
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mouflon it may be. There is also EEN with regard to both 
the origin of the term koy and its proper vocalization. 


Water buffalo 


§ Apropos the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, 
the Gemara deals with the matter itself: What is the law with 
regard to a half-measure? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is prohibited 
by Torah law. Reish Lakish said: It is permitted by Torah law. 
The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yohanan said it is prohibited by 
Torah law because it is fit to combine" with another half-measure. 
If one continues to eat more, he will eat a whole measure, which 
is punishable by Torah law. Therefore, even when he eats the first 
half-measure he is eating forbidden food. Reish Lakish said it is 
permitted by Torah law. His reason is as follows: With regard to 
all forbidden foods, the Merciful One states in the Torah: “Eat,” 
for example in the verse: “You shall eat neither fat nor blood” 
(Leviticus 3:17). Eating is defined as consuming a minimum of an 
olive-bulk, and there is no prohibition if one eats less than an 


olive-bulk. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to the opinion of Reish La- 
kish from what was taught in a baraita with regard to the prohibi- 
tion of forbidden fat: I have derived only that anything that is 
included in the punishment of karet is included in the prohibi- 
tion. However, one might have thought that there is no prohibi- 
tion to eat fat of a koy,"™” or a half-measure of forbidden fat, since 
there is no punishment for those. Therefore, the verse states: 
“All fat” (Leviticus 7:23), indicating that there is a prohibition to 
eat any kind of fat, including fat of uncertain status and a half- 
measure of fat. Therefore, a half-measure of fat is prohibited by 
Torah law. Reish Lakish rejects this argument: This prohibition is 
rabbinic, and the verse brought as a proofis a mere support." It 
cannot be claimed that there is such a prohibition by Torah law. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to say that the 
baraita cites only the verse as a support and not as a source to 
prove the prohibition. For if it could enter your mind that this 
teaching constitutes a prohibition by Torah law, there is uncer- 
tainty whether a koy is a wild beast or a domestic animal. Is a 
verse necessary to include an uncertainty?" There is no doubt 
before God and therefore no purpose in writing a case of doubt 
in the Torah. Consequently, the baraita cites the verse only as 
a support. The Gemara answers: If that is the reason, there is 
no conclusive argument. The Sages of the baraita might have 
thought 


Mouflon 
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that a koy is its own species, and the uncertainty pertains not only 
to whether it is a wild or domestic animal, but also to whether it 

even can fit into one of those two categories. For if you do not say 

so and maintain that it might be its own species, how can we under- 
stand that which Rav Idi bar Avin said, that also the word “all” 
stated in the verse: “All blood you may not eat, whether of birds or 

of beasts” (Leviticus 7:26), comes to include the koy." Now, if you 

say that the koy is case of uncertainty, is a verse necessary to in- 
clude an uncertainty? Rather, the koy is obviously its own species, 
and therefore it is different and needs a special verse to include it. 
Here too, in the case of the forbidden fat, we could say that the koy 

is its own species, and therefore it is different. Consequently, Reish 

Lakish’s opinion cannot be rejected. 


§ After clarifying the wording of the mishna, the Gemara brings a 
halakhic midrash to analyze the mishna’s laws. The Sages taught: 
The verse states: “And this shall be a statute to you forever: In the 
seventh month on the tenth day of the month you shall afflict your 
souls” (Leviticus 16:29). I might have thought that one should sit 
in the sun" or in the cold to suffer and afflict his soul; therefore the 
continuation of the verse states: “And you shall not do any labor, 
the home-born, or the stranger that lives among you” (Leviticus 
16:29). This teaches that just as prohibited labor is a mitzva that 
requires one to sit and do nothing, as one is commanded to refrain 
from action, so too, affliction of one’s soul is also a mitzva requiring 
one to sit and do nothing. One is not commanded to be proactive 
in order to afflict his soul. Rather, one must refrain from specified 
actions such as eating and drinking. 


The Gemara asks: And say that it means that when one sits in the 
sun and it is too hot for him, we do not say to him: Get up and 
sit in the shade. Or, if one sits in the shade and it is too cold for 
him, we do not say to him: Get up and sit in the sun. These are 
also cases of affliction involving sitting and doing nothing. The 
Gemara rejects this: It must be similar to the prohibition of labor. 
Just as with regard to prohibited labor you did not distinguish 
between situations, since the prohibition is independent of one’s 
personal circumstance, so too, you do not distinguish with regard 
to affliction, which is not affected by one’s circumstance. 


It was taught in another baraita that as the verse states: “You shall 
afflict your souls” (Leviticus 16:29)," I might have thought that one 
must sit in the sun or the cold and be uncomfortable; therefore, 
the continuation of the verse states: “And you shall not do any 
labor” (Leviticus 16:29). Just as prohibited labor is something that 
incurs karet in other circumstances, like Shabbat, so too, affliction 
relates to acts that in other circumstances incur karet. And what 
is that circumstance? That is referring to piggul and notar, which 
lead to karet if eaten, and which therefore may not be eaten on Yom 
Kippur. 


NOTES 


Also the word all comes to include the koy - ‘i> vind bs ON: 
This explanation of this verse includes more than the previous ex- 
planation. With regard to the prohibition of eating blood, there is 
no distinction between a wild or domestic animal. Consequently, 
if the koy is either a wild or a domestic animal, the Torah has no 
need to specifically include it because it certainly belongs to a 
category of animal whose blood is forbidden. This shows that 
the koy is in a unique class, which is neither wild nor domestic 
(Tosefot Rid). 


| might have thought that one should sit in the sun — biz 


mana aw»: It could have been thought that there is a positive 
mitzva to actively cause affliction to oneself, rather than merely 
suffer through abstinence from specific activities (Tosefet Yom 
HaKippurim). 


Afflict your souls — oxniwa ny ay: Commentaries on the 
Sifra explain that the main source of this teaching is the phrase 


“your souls,’ which comes to include actions that afflict the soul 


and whose avoidance causes loss. Therefore, this phrase must 
refer to affliction through refraining from eating and drinking. 
This is similar to the teaching of Rabbi Yishmael (Ra’avad; Rosh). 
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The baraita continues: I will include the categories of piggul and 
notar," for which one is punished with karet if eaten during the 
year, but I will not include untithed produce, which does not 
cause one to incur the punishment of karet if eaten. Therefore, the 
verse states: “You shall afflict” (Leviticus 16:29), and it also 
states: “And you shall afflict your souls” (Leviticus 16:31). The 
Torah comes to include another affliction of a serious eating 
prohibition, i.e. untithed produce." 


The baraita continues: I will include untithed produce, for which 

one receives death at the hand of Heaven; but I will not include 

an unslaughtered animal carcass, which, although itis prohibited 

for consumption, one who eats it is not punishable by death at 

the hands of Heaven. Therefore, the verse states “you shall afflict” 
and also “and you shall afflict your souls.” The Torah includes 

foods that are associated with a prohibition even if one who eats 

them is not punishable by death. 


The baraita continues: I will include an unslaughtered animal 
carcass, which is prohibited by a negative mitzva, but I will not 
include non-sacred, regular food, which is not prohibited by a 
negative mitzva. Therefore, the verse states both “you shall af- 
flict” and “and you shall afflict your souls.’ Although non-sacred 
food is not prohibited in general, the Torah includes it in the 
prohibition of eating on Yom Kippur. 


The baraita continues: I will include non-sacred food, which is 
not associated with any positive mitzva to arise and eat, i.e., there 
is no obligation to eat non-sacred food; but I will not include 
teruma, which one is required to arise and eat, as priests are com- 
manded to eat teruma. Therefore, the verse states “you shall 
afflict” and “and you shall afflict your souls.” The Torah includes 
teruma as well in the foods one is prohibited to eat on Yom Kippur. 
I will include teruma, which is not subject to the command: 
“You shall not leave over” (Leviticus 22:30), since teruma need 
not be consumed within a specific time, but I will not include 
sacred food, which is subject to the command “you shall 
not leave over”; it is prohibited to leave the meat uneaten after 
a certain amount of time. Therefore, the verse states “you 
shall afflict” and “and you shall afflict your souls,” to include 
the category of sacred food in the prohibition of eating on Yom 
Kippur. Consequently, the Gemara has demonstrated that it is 
prohibited to eat any type of food on Yom Kippur. 


And if it is your wish to say something to challenge this reasoning, 
the Gemara brings an additional proof: Surely, the verse states 
with regard to one who violates Yom Kippur: “I will destroy that 
soul from among his people” (Leviticus 23:30). Therefore, afflic- 
tion is something that destroys a soul. And what is that? That is 
refraining from eating and drinking, since someone who does 
not eat and drink at all will die. The Torah is not referring to 
other afflictions that do not lead to death. These are the words of 
the baraita. 


NOTES 


| will include piggul and notar - nin up Nan: Tosefet Yom 
HaKippurim and the Maharshal ask: What is the point of this 
discussion, as in any case eating these substances incurs the 
penalty of karet? It does not make sense to impose a second 
punishment of karet on top of that for eating the food on Yom 
Kippur. Some commentaries suggest that the individual might 
nevertheless be liable to receive the additional punishment of 
lashes, which is imposed for most sins that incur karet. Alter- 
natively, one who unwittingly eats these foods on Yom Kippur 
would have to bring two sin-offerings (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 

In addition, a practical difference with regard to the nature 
of the sin is the measure that determines liability. If one eats an 
olive-bulk of piggul or notar, he is liable for transgressing the 


prohibition of eating those items. He is not liable for eating on 
Yom Kippur until he has consumed a date-bulk (Siah Yitzhak). 


Learning from the word afflict and the phrase you shall 
afflict - Domy yr syn mi: Commentaries point out 
that the Torah first states “afflict your souls” (Leviticus 16:29) 
and then repeats five times the mitzva to afflict oneself on 
Yom Kippur (Leviticus 16:31, 23:27, 23:29, 23:32; Numbers 29:7). 
These repetitions emphasize that the prohibition of eating on 
Yom Kippur extends to all types of food, whether the food 
is prohibited, non-sacred, or required eating (Tosefet Yom 
HaKippurim). 
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The Gemara explains: What is meant by: And if it is your wish to say? 
What flaw did the first proof have? The Gemara explains: And if you 
say the verse is discussing relations with those with whom relations 
are forbidden, avoidance of which is also called affliction, and it is not 
discussing eating and drinking, the verse states: I will destroy that 
soul," meaning an affliction that can cause death. And what is that? 
That is refraining from eating and drinking. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught the following concerning the 
nature of Yom Kippur: The word affliction is stated here with regard 
to Yom Kippur, and the word affliction is stated further on in a differ- 
ent place, concerning the Jews in the desert: “And He afflicted you and 
caused you to hunger” (Deuteronomy 8:3). Just as further on the 
meaning of affliction is hunger, so too, here, the meaning of the word 
affliction is hunger. 


The Gemara asks: And let us derive it not from the verse that indicates 
affliction of hunger but from the verse where Laban warns Jacob: “If 
you shall afflict my daughters” (Genesis 31:50), which is referring not 
to hunger but to marital relations. The Gemara answers: We derive 
affliction commanded to the public on Yom Kippur from affliction 
relating to the public, i.e., the Jewish people in the desert, and we do 
not derive affliction of the public from affliction of an individual, as 
in the case of Jacob’s wives. 


The Gemara continues to challenge the view of Rabbi Yishmael: And 

let us derive it from affliction stated with regard to Egypt, as it is writ- 
ten: “And He saw our affliction” (Deuteronomy 26:7). We say that this 

verse is referring to abstinence from conjugal relations. The Egyptians 

prevented the Jewish people from having relations. This affliction is an 

example of public affliction that is not abstention from eating or drink- 
ing. Rather, the prohibition to eat or drink on Yom Kippur should not 
be learned as stated previously, but as follows: We derive affliction by 
the hand of God from affliction by the hand of God, i.e., affliction 

caused directly by God or through His mitzvot; and we do not derive 

affliction by the hand of God from affliction by the hand of man. 


§ Apropos the verse: “And he afflicted you and caused you to hunger, 
and fed you with manna” (Deuteronomy 8:3), the Gemara expounds 
related verses. The Torah states: “Who feeds you manna in the desert 
which your fathers did not know, in order to afflict you” (Deuteronomy 
8:16). What affliction was there in eating the manna? Rabbi Ami and 
Rabbi Asi disagreed on the matter. One said: There is no comparison 
between one who has bread in his basket and one who does not have 
bread in his basket. The affliction in eating the manna lay in there being 
no leftover food for the next day. Each day the people worried that they 
might not have any food to eat the next day. And one said: There is no 
comparison between one who sees the food and eats it and one who 
does not see the food and eats it. Though the manna could taste like 
anything, it always looked the same and did not look as it tasted. Being 
unable to see the food that they tasted was an affliction. 


Rav Yosef said: From here there is an allusion to the idea that blind 
people eat but are not fully satisfied when they eat because they cannot 
see their food. Seeing the food contributes to the enjoyment of eating. 
Abaye said: Therefore, from what we have just learned, one who has 
ameal should eat it only during daytime, when there is light to see the 
food that is being eaten. Rabbi Zeira said: What is the verse that al- 
ludes to this? “Better is the seeing of the eyes" than the wandering of 
the desire” (Ecclesiastes 6:9). On the same verse, Reish Lakish said: 
The sight of a woman is better than the actual act of relations, as it is 
stated: “Better is the seeing of the eyes than the wandering of the 
desire.” 


§ Apropos the dispute between Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi, the Gemara 
continues with another dispute they had with regard to the correct 
interpretation of a verse. It is stated: “Do not look upon the wine when 
it is red, when it gives its color in the cup, when it glides down 
smoothly [bemeisharim]” (Proverbs 23:31). Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi 
disagreed. One said: Whoever casts 


NOTES 

| will destroy that soul — wat Tax: This teaching 
is derived from the language of the verse. Since the 
Torah does not use the term karet, but rather speaks 
of the destruction of the soul, it alludes to the type of 
affliction, i.e. starvation (Tosafot Yeshanim). Although 
this phrase is stated with regard to prohibited labor, a 
verbal analogy extends it to all the laws of Yom Kippur 
(Ohel Moshe). 


Better is the seeing of the eyes — 09y ngyn iv: 
Reish Lakish’s statement teaches that one should avoid 
even looking at nakedness because it has an aspect of 
inappropriate sexual relations (Tosefet Yom Hakippurim; 
see Sefer Mitzvot Gadol). 
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Perek VIII 
Daf75 Amuda 


NOTES 
Seem to him like level ground — iva voy minis: The 
Gemara presents this explanation to contradict the simple 
meaning of the verse, that a drunk person walks in a straight 
path (Josefet Yom HaKippurim). 


= 


Casts his eye on his cup [kos] — ibis ivy pia: The word fo 
cup is written as kos but pronounced kis. One commentator 
suggests that the first interpretation here follows the written 
form of the word kos, while the other interpretation uses the 
pronunciation of the word kis, which means pocket, and by 
extension, money. The whole world seems equal to one who 
has his eye on his pocket, who thinks only about earning 
money. Such a person is unconcerned if he makes his money 
illegally (Rabbi Elyakim). 


The whole world seems to him like level ground — be 
viva voy mit bia oiya: Such a person views all paths 
and obstacles equally, meaning he stumbles into everything 
due to his intoxication (/yyun Ya'akov; Rabbi Raphael Nathan 
Rabinovitch). 


But the Holy One, Blessed be He, does not act in this way — 
12 YS sn ga wip bax: This teaches that if one hates 
another person, he should not harass him in every aspect 
of his life. He should make sure his punishment is not overly 
stringent (Meiri). 


Fish — Dt: Some commentaries suggest that the Sages 
considered fish a symbol of licentiousness, which is why 
they are used as a euphemism for forbidden sexual relations 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). 
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his eye on his cup, i.e., is habitually drunk, all the prohibitions 
of those with whom relations are forbidden seem to him like 
level [mishor] ground." He is unaware of the pitfalls of sin and 
continues walking along a twisted and dangerous path. And one 
said: Whoever casts his eye on his cup," the whole world 
seems to him like level [mishor] ground." Not only is such a 
person unconcerned by forbidden sexual relations, but all other 
prohibitions, e.g., monetary prohibitions, also seem permitted 
in his eyes. 


§ The Gemara explains another verse in Proverbs: “If there is 
care in a man’s heart, let him quash it [yashhena]” (Proverbs 
12:25). Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi dispute the verse’s meaning. 
One said: He should forcefully push it [yashena] out of 
his mind. One who worries should banish his concerns from 
his thoughts. And one said: It means he should tell [yesihena] 
others his concerns, which will lower his anxiety. 


§ Another verse states: “And dust shall be the serpent’s food”? 
(Isaiah 65:25). Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi dispute the verse’s 
meaning. One said: Even if the serpent eats all the delicacies 
in the world, they will still taste like dust. And one said: Even 
if it eats all the delicacies in the world, its mind is unsettled 
until it also eats some dust. 


With regard to the same topic, it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi 

Yosei said: Come and see that the attribute of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, is different than the attribute of flesh and blood. 
The attribute of flesh and blood is that one who seeks to pro- 
voke another harasses him in all aspects of his life, but the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, does not act in this way." He cursed the 

serpent and what happened? When the serpent goes up to the 

roof its food is with it, and when it comes down its food is with 

it. Consequently, the curse that it suffers does not ruin its life but 

rather benefits it. 


Similarly, He cursed Canaan that he should be the servant of 
servants, but he benefits somewhat from this. He eats what his 
master eats, and drinks what his master drinks, and does not 
worry like a free man does. He cursed the woman and everyone 
pursues her to marry her. He cursed the land after the sin of 
Adam and Eve, yet everyone is sustained from it. Even when 
God is angry, He does not punish His creations severely. 


The Gemara cites more verses that pertain to the same issue. Rav 

and Shmuel disagree with regard to the following verse: “We 
remember the fish" which we ate in Egypt for nothing” (Num- 
bers 11:5). One said: The verse is referring literally to fish. And 
one said: The verse is referring to incestuous relations that the 
Torah had not yet forbidden. The people cried once the Torah 
prohibited certain relatives to them. The Gemara explains: The 
one who said that the verse is referring to fish bases him explana- 
tion on the verse, as it is written “which we ate.” This means 
what they actually ate. And the one who said that the verse is 
referring to forbidden sexual relations also bases his explana- 
tion on the verse, as it is written “for nothing.” Certainly, the 
people did not actually eat fish for free. 


BACKGROUND 


And dust shall be the serpent’s food — tanh 399 wN: 


cause the serpent swallows its prey whole, it does not need or 


Serpents eat any type of animal they find and have the ability have the sense of taste that other animals have. In this sense, 


to differentiate between different kinds of prey. However, be- 


everything it eats tastes like dirt. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the one who said that 
it is referring to forbidden relations, but isn’t it written 
“which we ate”? The Gemara answers: The Torah employed 
a euphemistic expression. Eating is used as a euphemism 
for sexual relations, as it is written: “So is the way of an 
adulterous woman; she eats, and wipes her mouth, and 
says I have done no wickedness” (Proverbs 30:20). And 
according to the one who said it is referring to fish, what 
is the meaning of the phrase “for nothing”?" The people 
brought the fish from the river, which was ownerless prop- 
erty, since the Egyptians obviously would not have given 
them free food. The Master said: When the Jews drew 
water from the river, the Holy One, Blessed be He, pre- 
pared little fish for them in the water. They swam into 
their jugs. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one 
who said that they cried over actual fish but were not pro- 
miscuous in having forbidden relations in Egypt, this is 
what is written to praise the Jewish people: “A garden en- 
closed is my sister the bride; a locked fountain, a sealed 
spring” (Song of Songs 4:12). This figurative language 
teaches that Jewish women are chaste. However, according 
to the one who said the Jewish people cried over forbid- 
den sexual relations, what does the phrase “a sealed 
spring” mean? The Gemara answers: It means that they 
were not promiscuous with those relatives who were al- 
ready forbidden to them. In Egypt, the Jewish people ob- 
served the laws of forbidden sexual relations that are in- 
cluded in the seven Noahide commandments. In the desert, 
they cried over the additional prohibitions imposed when 
the Torah was given. 


The Gemara asks further: Granted, according to the one 

who said that they cried over the new prohibitions of 
forbidden sexual relations, this is as it is written: “And 

Moses heard the people weeping for their families” 
(Numbers 11:10). They cried with regard to the issue of 
their families, because now it became prohibited for 

them to cohabit with them. But according to the one who 

says that they cried over fish what does “weeping for their 

families” mean? The Gemara answers: Both this and that 

happened. They cried about the laws of forbidden sexual 

relations, and they also cried because they no longer had 

the fish of Egypt. 


The Gemara returns to the same verse: It states: “We re- 
member... the cucumbers, and the melons, and the leeks, 
and the onions, and the garlic” (Numbers 11:5). Rabbi Ami 
and Rabbi Asi debate the verse’s meaning. One said: They 
tasted the flavor of all types of food in the manna, but 
they cried because they could not taste the tastes of these 
five foods that they mentioned. And one said: They tasted 
the flavor of all types of food, as well as their textures. The 
sensation was so strong that it seemed to them like they 
were eating those very foods. However, with the foods they 
listed, the people tasted only their flavor but not their 
texture. 


With regard to the manna, the Torah further states: “And it 
was white [lavan] like coriander’ seed; and its flavor was 
like wafers made of honey” (Exodus 16:31). The Gemara 
questions this, since coriander is brown, not white. Rabbi 
Asi said: The manna was round like coriander seed but 
white like a pearl. This was also taught in a baraita: Cori- 
ander [gad] is so named because it is similar to flax seeds 
on their stalks,® which are bound [agud] ina bundle. 


NOTES 
For nothing [hinnam] - oar: One suggestion is that the word 
hinnam, meaning for nothing, is related to the word hen, meaning 
beauty (see Radak). This is why the Gemara associates the word 
hinnam with forbidden sexual relations (/yyei HaYam). 


BACKGROUND 


Coriander — a: Wild coriander, Coriandrum sativum, is from the 
Apiaceae family and is referred to as kusbar elsewhere in the Mish- 
na. A perennial herb that can grow up to 50 cm high with white 
or pink flowers, its yellowish brown fruit is round and measures 
4mm in diameter. The fruit has been used since ancient times as a 
spice for foods and drinks. As stated in the Torah, the manna was 
similar to the coriander fruit in size and shape, but not in color. The 
manna was white. 


Coriander seeds 


Similar to flax seed on their stalks — poiyasa pws yy mit: 
Flax seeds grow within capsules that are quite similar to coriander 
seeds. It seems that the Gemara is referring to these capsules when 
it says: On their stalks. 


Flax capsules containing flax seeds 
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NOTES §=—— 
Because it is similar to a tale — muah maig: According 
to this explanation, the word Javan in the verse should be 
rendered as liban, their hearts (Maharsha). 


Two came...for a judgment — pt. Axa Dw: The com- 
mentaries discuss the permissibility of determining law 
based on divine intervention. After all, there is a principle 
that the Torah is not in heaven (see Deuteronomy 30:12), 
by which the Gemara rules out using a Divine Voice as 
proof in legal proceedings (see Bava Metzia 59b). One solu- 
tion suggests that Moses used evidence or logic to come 
to a decision but wanted the disputants to see the truth 
revealed through a miracle (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim; see 
Neum Yehuda). 
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Others say: It was called coriander [gad] because it is similar to 
a tale [haggada]," which draws a person’s heart toward it, just 
like water, which is essential for life, draws one. It was taught in 
another baraita: Why is it called gad? Because it told [maggid] 
the Jewish people the answer to issues of uncertainty, such as the 
paternity of a baby. If a woman remarries within two months after 
her divorce or the death of her husband and gives birth seven 
months after her remarriage, it is unclear if the baby gestated for 
seven months and is the son of the second husband or for nine 
months and is the son of the first husband. The manna would tell 
them if the baby was born after nine months and belongs to the 
first husband, or if the baby was born after seven months and 
belongs to the second husband. Since the manna was collected by 
each family based on the number of its biological members, the 
manna established the baby’s paternity. 


The manna was called white because it whitened Israel’s sins. The 
people feared that if they sinned the manna would not continue 
to fall. Consequently, they devoted themselves to introspection 
and repentance. 


Similarly, it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: Just like 
the prophet would tell the Jewish people what was in the holes 
and what was in the cracks of their souls, highlighting the sins of 
the people, so too, the manna clarified for Israel what was in the 
holes and what was in the cracks. How so? If two people came 
before Moses for a judgment," one saying: You stole my slave, 
and the other one saying: I did not steal him, rather you sold him 
to me, Moses would say to them: In the morning there will be a 
judgment. How was the matter resolved? If on the following day 
the slave found his omer of manna in his first master’s house, it 
would be clear that he was stolen, because the manna still came 
to the first owner. And if on the following day he found his omer 


of manna in his second master’s house, it would be clear that he 
had been sold. 


Similarly, ifa man and a woman came to Moses for a judgment, 
he saying: She sinned against me, and therefore I may divorce 
her and am not obligated to pay her divorce settlement, and she 
saying: He sinned against me and therefore I am entitled to the 
full settlement from the marriage contract, Moses would say to 
them: In the morning there will be a judgment. The following 
day, if her omer of manna was found in her husband’s house, it 
would be clear that she sinned against him. The fact that her 
nourishment was given to his household signifies the fact that he 
has respected her appropriately and is worthy of nourishing her. If 
her omer of manna was found in her father’s house, it would be 
clear that he sinned against her. Her nourishment has not been 
given to his household, signifying that he has been disrespectful 
to her and is not worthy of nourishing her. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the manna: It is written: “And 
when the dew fell upon the camp in the night, the manna fell 
upon it” (Numbers 11:9). And it is written: “And the people 
shall go out and gather a day’s portion every day” (Exodus 16:4). 
And it is written: “Ihe people went about and gathered it” 
(Numbers 11:8). How can these texts be reconciled? For the 
righteous, the manna fell at the opening of their homes. They 
expended no effort at all. The average people went out of the 
camp and gathered what fell there. The wicked had to go about 
farther to gather. 


With regard to the manna, it is written “bread” (Exodus 16:4); 
and it is written “cakes” (Numbers 11:8); and it is also written 


“and ground it in mills,” (Numbers 11:8), implying that it was nei- 


ther bread nor a cake. How can these texts be reconciled? For the 
righteous, it fell as baked bread; for average people, it fell as un- 
baked cakes; for the wicked it came in an unprocessed form and 
consequently they ground it in a mill. 
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The verse states: “Or beat it in a mortar” (Numbers 11:8). Rab- 
bi Yehuda said that Rav said, and some say it was Rabbi Hama, 
son of Rabbi Hanina: This teaches that women’s perfumes 

fell for the Jewish people with the manna because they are an 

item that is beaten in a mortar. The verse continues: “And 

cooked it in a pot” (Numbers 11:8). Rabbi Hama said: This 

teaches that cooking spices fell for the Jewish people with the 

manna. 


§ With regard to donations for the Tabernacle, the verse states: 
“And they brought yet to him free-will offerings every morn- 
ing” (Exodus 36:3). The Gemara asks: What is the meaning 
of “every morning”? Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that 
Rabbi Yonatan said: They brought donations from that which 
fell every morning with the manna. This teaches that pearls 
and precious stones fell for the Israelites with the manna." 
It states: “And the rulers [nesi’im] brought the onyx [shoham] 
stones” (Exodus 35:27). A tanna taught that the word nesi’im 
means actual clouds brought them. As it states: “As clouds 
[nesi’im] and wind without rain so is he that boasts himself 
of a false gift” (Proverbs 25:14). We learn from this that the 

precious stones fell from the clouds with the manna. 


It was also said with regard to the manna: “And its taste was as 
the taste of a cake [shad] baked with oil [hashamen]” (Num- 
bers 11:8). Rabbi Abbahu said: Shad means breast. Just as a 
baby tastes different flavors from the breast, since the taste of 
the milk changes somewhat depending on what foods his moth- 
er eats, so too with the manna, every time that the Jewish 
people ate the manna, they found in it many different flavors, 
based on their preferences. There are those who say that the 
word is written as shed and means literally a demon. How so? 
Just as a demon changes into different forms and colors, so 
too, the manna changed into different flavors. 


The verse states: “And Moses said: This shall be, when the 
Lord will give you in the evening meat to eat, and in the 
morning bread to the full” (Exodus 16:8). A tanna taught in 
the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha: The meat that the 
Jewish people asked for inappropriately, since they had the 
manna and did not need meat, was given to them inappro- 
priately, in a way that was unpleasant; they were punished 
afterward (Rabbeinu Elyakim). 


However, bread, which is essential, they asked for appropri- 
ately. Therefore, it was given to them appropriately,’ in the 
morning, when there was time to prepare it. The Gemara 
comments: From here, the Torah teaches etiquette, that it is 
proper to eat meat only at night, as Moses said to the children 
of Israel: “This shall be, when the Lord will give you in the 
evening meat to eat” (Exodus 16:8). The Gemara asks: But 
didn’t Abaye say that someone who has a meal should eat it 
only in the day? The Gemara answers: We mean to say: Like 
day. It is not necessary to eat the food in the daytime, as long as 
one can see what he eats. Rabbi Aha bar Ya’akov said: At the 
beginning, the Jewish people were like chickens pecking at 
the garbage; any time there was food they grabbed it and ate it, 
until Moses came and set specific times to eat, as the verse 
implies. He set mealtimes for them in the morning and in the 
evening. 


NOTES 


What fell with the manna - ya DY TW ma: Since the 


manna 


was a miraculous blessing from heaven, it could 


certainly provide for all of the Jewish people's needs, with 


regard t 


o both food and other desires. 


NOTES 


Was given to them appropriately — pin ond Įm): Rashi 


explain 


s that bread given appropriately means that it was 


given in the morning, and that meat given inappropriately 
means that it was given at night. Some commentaries have 


written 
the con 
meat a 


hat this explanation makes it difficult to understand 
inuation of the Gemara, which recommends eating 
night. If the meat was given to them inappropri- 


ately, one cannot learn that it is proper to eat meat only at 


night. TI 
which 
years, a 


hese commentaries have explained that the manna, 
hey asked for appropriately, fell for the entire forty 
ccompanied by other fine items; whereas the meat, 


which 
withou 


hey asked for inappropriately, fell only temporarily, 
t any accompanying gifts (/yyun Ya'akov). 
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NOTES 
Average people...wicked — myw...0°2422: In the case of 
the quail the righteous are not mentioned. Since the meat 
was something that the people asked for inappropriately, the 
righteous did not eat from it at all (Maharsha). 


The worst of all is the slav — vow my7 nya: Because they 
wrongfully asked for meat, they were given the worst type 
(Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 


Moses was commanded to cut the gullet and the windpipe - 
mapa by bwin by mgn Moya: The details of ritual slaughter are 

not included in the Written Torah. They were given to Moses in 

the Oral Law, as the verse states: “As | have commanded you” 
The slaughterer must slaughter the animal in the middle of its 

neck, and the preferred way to slaughter is by cutting entirely 

through both the gullet and the windpipe. After the fact, if 
the majority of one of the pipes in a bird is cut or the major- 
ity of both pipes in an animal are cut, the slaughter is kosher 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:4, 1:10). 


LANGUAGE 
Sikhli - dow: Possibly from the Greek øtpoððoç, strouthos, 
meaning a sparrow. 


Kivli — bap: Apparently from the Greek xiyàn, kichlé, mean- 
ing a thrush. 


Pasyoni — 3193: From the Greek Daotavds, fasianos, mean- 
ing a pheasant. 
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It was stated with regard to the quail: “While the meat was yet 
between their teeth, before it was chewed, the anger of the 
Lord was kindled against the people” (Numbers 11:33), which 
means that they died immediately. However, it also states: “You 
shall not eat it for only one day... but for an entire month until 
it comes out of your nostrils and becomes loathsome to you” 
(Numbers 11:19-20). How can these texts be reconciled? The 
average people died immediately, but the wicked" continued 
to suffer in pain for a month and then died. 


The verse states: “And they spread them [vayishtehu] out for 
themselves round about the camp” (Numbers 11:32). Reish 
Lakish said: Do not read it as vayishtehu. Rather, read it as 
vayishhatu. This teaches that the enemies of the Jewish 
people, a euphemism for the Jewish people themselves, were 
liable to receive the punishment of slaughter due to their 
demand. The verse states: “Spread out [shahot]” (Numbers 
11:32). A tanna taught in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Korha: Do not read it as shato‘ah but as shahut. This teaches 
that other food fell for the Jewish people along with the 
manna. The food was something that requires ritual slaugh- 
tering [shehita], referring to birds. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
said: And do you learn this from here? Do we need to alter 
the word for this purpose? Isn’t it already stated explicitly: 
“And he rained meat upon them like dust, and winged birds 
like the sand of the seas” (Psalms 78:27)? 


And it was taught in a related baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: The verse states: “Then you shall slaughter of your herd 
and of your flock which the Lord has given you, as I have 
commanded you” (Deuteronomy 12:21). This teaches that 
Moses was commanded in the laws of ritual slaughter to cut 
the gullet and the windpipe" in the neck. And with a bird 
one must cut through the majority of one pipe, and with an 
animal one must cut through the majority of both pipes. 
Moses was commanded these laws along with the other details 
of slaughtering. According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the word 
shatuah does not teach us about ritual slaughter. Rather, what 
is the meaning when the verse states: Shatuah? It teaches 
that the manna fell in layers [mashtihin] in a straight row. 


With regard to the manna, it is written “bread” (Exodus 16:4), 
and it is written “oil” (Numbers 11:8), and it is written 
“honey” (Exodus 16:31). How can we reconcile these verses? 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: For the youth it was 
like bread, for the elderly it was like oil, and for the children 
it was like honey. Each received what was appropriate. 


The Gemara comments further: The word quail is written 
shlav, with the letter shin, but we read it as slav, with the letter 
samekh. What does this teach us? Rabbi Hanina said: The 
righteous eat it in peace [shalva], based on the written form 
of the word; whereas the wicked eat it, and it seems to them 
like thorns [silvin], based on the way the word is read. 


Furthermore, with regard to the quail: Rav Hanan bar Rava 
said: There are four types of quail and these are they: 
Sikhli,‘ and kivli, and pasyoni, and slav. The best tasting of 
all is the sikhli. The worst of all is the slav." The Gemara re- 
lates how tasty even the quail was that the Jews ate in the 
desert: It was as small as a sparrow, and they would place it 
in the oven to roast, and it expanded until it filled the entire 
oven. They would place it upon thirteen loaves of bread, and 
even the last loaf on the bottom could be eaten only when 
mixed with other food, due to all the fat it had absorbed from 
the quail. 
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Itis told that Rav Yehuda found quail among his barrels of wine, and 
Rav Hisda found quail among logs of wood in his storeroom. Every 
day Rava’s sharecropper brought him a quail that he found in his 
fields. One day, he did not bring him one because he failed to find 
any. Rava said to himself: What is this, why is today different? He 
went up to the roof to think about it. He heard a child say the verse: 
“When I heard, my innards trembled, my lips quivered at the voice, 
rottenness enters into my bones, and I tremble where I stand; that I 
should wait for the day of trouble when he comes up against the 
people that he invades” (Habakkuk 3:16). Rava said: Learn from this 
that Rav Hisda has died. I am therefore not worthy to receive the 
quail anymore, since it is on account of the teacher that the student 
eats." When Rav Hisda was alive, Rava received the quail due to Rav 
Hisda’s merit; now that he had died, Rava was not worthy to receive 
the quail. 


§ Furthermore, with regard to the manna it is written: “And when 
the layer of dew lifted, behold, upon the face of the wilderness there 
lay a fine flaky substance, as fine as frost on the ground” (Exodus 
16:14), indicating that the dew covered the manna. And it is written: 
And when the dew fell upon the camp in the night, the manna fell 
upon it” (Numbers 11:9), meaning that the manna fell on top of the 
dew. How can these verses be reconciled? Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina, said: There was dew above and dew below, with the manna 
in between, and the manna appeared as if it were placed in a box 


[kufsa]' of dew. 


The verse describes the manna as “a fine flaky [mehuspas] substance” 
(Exodus 16:14). Reish Lakish said: Mehuspas means it was a sub- 
stance that dissolved [mah] on the palm [pas] of the hand. Since 
it was so fine, it dissolved upon contact. Rabbi Yohanan said: It was 
a substance that was absorbed in all 248 limbs, the numerical equiv- 
alent of the word mehuspas. The Gemara expresses surprise at this: If 
one calculates the value of the letters in the word mehuspas, it is more, 
totaling 256. Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Mehuspas is written 
in the Torah without the letter vav. Therefore, the total is exactly 250. 


The Sages taught: The Torah states: “And He caused manna to rain 
upon them for food, and He gave them of the grain of heaven. Man 
did eat the bread of the mighty [abirim]” (Psalms 78:24-25). “Bread 
of the mighty” is bread that the ministering angels eat;" this is the 
statement of Rabbi Akiva. When these words were said before 
Rabbi Yishmael, he said to them to go and tell Akiva: Akiva you 
have erred. Do the ministering angels eat bread? It is already stated 
about Moses, when he ascended on high: “Bread I did not eat and 
water I did not drink” (Deuteronomy 9:9). If even a man who 
ascends on high does not need to eat, certainly the ministering angels 
do not need to eat. Rather, how do I establish the meaning of the 
word abirim? It can be explained as bread that was absorbed into all 
248 limbs [eivarim], so that there was no waste. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, how do I establish the verses: “And 

you shall have a spade among your weapons, and it shall be that 

when you relieve yourself outside, you shall dig with it, and shall turn 

back and cover your excrement” (Deuteronomy 23:14) and “You shall 

have a place also outside the camp where you can relieve yourself” 
(Deuteronomy 23:13). From here we learn that there was waste in 

their bowels, as they had to leave the camp to relieve themselves. The 

Gemara explains: This waste was not a byproduct of the manna; it was 

from food items that the gentile merchants sold them. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Perata disagrees and says: The manna caused even 

items that the gentile merchants sold them to be completely di- 
gested, so that even other food that they ate produced no waste. But 

then how do I establish the verse: “And you shall have a spade 

among your weapons”? After they sinned, the manna was not as 

effective. The Holy One, Blessed be He, said: I initially said that they 
would be like ministering angels who do not produce waste; now I 
will trouble them to walk three parasangs to leave the camp in order 
to relieve themselves. 


NOTES 
On account of the teacher the student eats — bean 
xT E TaY: Some understand that Rava did 
not receive the quail on that day to teach him proper 
conduct when one’s teacher dies. On the day that 
one’s teacher dies and until he is buried, it is proper to 
fast or at least refrain from eating meat and drinking 
wine (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 


Bread that the ministering angels eat - baw ony 
paix mwi: The meaning here is that the manna 
was the incarnation of heavenly splendor, on which 
the ministering angels exist. It was therefore perfect 
in every way. Rabbi Yishmael objected to this state- 
ment since it implies that angels eat and drink. 


LANGUAGE 


Box [kufsa] — xp91p: From the Latin capsa, mean- 


ing box. 
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NOTES 


Joshua, for whom manna fell corresponding to all the 
rest of the Jewish people — bs 3333 ja b TPY ywin 
byw: Perhaps the Gemara is basing this on the verse 
that ‘describes Joshua as “a man in whom there is spirit” 
(Numbers 27:18). The Sages understood that this verse 


means tha 


Joshua was able to understand the spirit of 


each individual within the nation. Joshua's spirit therefore 
corresponded to the spirits of all the Jewish people. The 
Gemara here alludes to this with the manna, which was 


a gift from 
responding to all the Jewish people 


heaven. It was therefore given to Joshua, cor- 
(Tal Orot). 


Once a year - mwa Nntk Ova: The Gemara suggests that 
the manna could have been given once a year, rather 
than once a week or once a month, since that would be 
parallel to the blessing that God bestows on the crops 
of the field once a year, when they are harvested. The 
Gemara is asking why the manna was not like that (Josefet 
Yom HaKippurim). 


382 


PEREK VIII : 76A ` Y TN PAD 


ning man TPI by any 2037 
mAN Da AN WKI "wT bax ay 
iy SOUT) NIIN NT i rn sph 


pile hi ny paste on 


Pa PNY ma a py TWD wa TAD 
mere TY w ova oyna many mt 
Prox IPN) DID 


vars DYDW a7 395 DIT DANI 
~" DDK” rgy "Dyago IPM by Db 
ANNO) DYAN) DINNI han 11 
Tan yy OPA IX TN KYK DDE 
anh pRaw DTA - "PRX by Ei 
oa NYT 


PO box DPIX ony NN 134 


bew bp Ta p 19 TPO wwii m 
Sb np cong DOD wy” Kon IN 
KPRI II WY DN PT wT NY 
pat” Way Twi wey INST Aw 

PORTY WS” PIT PIS Wns WN 


yo SM ya HyAw arms rrn dew 
IY oye j been anh: ay x n 
and wn as} biwnnx amb ox 21a 
ab ew on wa goad - mait 1397 
mwa nny ova ymin b pos ams 
Noy oye KYY war 123 bas an hr 
may ob boa vnit poa tay Tawa 

op ba war ya apn 


TAM TYIN $ wow on DKW a 
1 TY KO KAW ADIKIAKIT I DI 
KY AYIA OND ibaa IXY Panis 

DWI 7 aN oa me DNDN ibaa 


be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


How do we know that the Israelite camp was three parasangs? 
As it is written: “And they camped by the Jordan from Beth- 
Jeshimoth to Abel-shittim” (Numbers 33:49), and Rabba bar 
bar Hana said: I saw that site and it was three parasangs in 
length. And a baraita taught: When the Jews relieved them- 
selves in the desert, they did not relieve themselves ahead of 
themselves, i.e., in the direction of their travel, nor to the side 
of the camp, but behind the camp, in a place that they had al- 
ready traveled. Consequently, those near the front of the camp 
had to walk a distance of three parasangs from their homes to 
leave the camp. 


Furthermore, with regard to the manna, the verse states Israel’s 
complaint: “But now our soul is dry, there is nothing at all; 
we have nothing beside this manna to look to” (Numbers 11:6). 
They said: This manna will eventually swell in our stomachs 
and kill us; is there anyone born of a woman who ingests food 
but does not expel waste? This supports the Gemara’s claim that 
the manna did not create waste. 


When these words were said before Rabbi Yishmael, he said 
to them: Do not read it as abirim. Rather, read it as eivarim, 
limbs. The manna was something that was absorbed by 248 
limbs. But, how do I establish “And you shall have a spade 
among your weapons”? From the food items that came to 
them from overseas lands. Rabbi Yishmael disagrees with 
Rabbi Elazar ben Perata with regard to the effect the manna had 
on the digestion of other foods. 


Alternatively, “Man [ish] did eat the bread of the mighty” 
(Psalms 78:25); 


the verse is referring to Joshua, for whom manna fell corre- 
sponding to all the rest of the Jewish people,‘ when he waited 
for Moses at Mount Sinai during the forty days Moses was on 
the mountain. The verses allude to this: “Man” is written here, 
and “man” is written there: “Take to you Joshua, the son of 
Nun, a man in whom there is spirit, and lay your hand upon 
him” (Numbers 27:18). From here, the Gemara learns that the 


“man” is Joshua. The Gemara asks: Say that the verse is referring 


to Moses, about whom it is written: “Now the man Moses was 
very humble” (Numbers 12:3). The Gemara answers: We can 
learn a verbal analogy to the word “man” from the word “man,” 
but we cannot learn a verbal analogy to the word “man” from 


the phrase “the man,” which is used to refer to Moses. 


Furthermore, with regard to the manna: The students of Rabbi 

Shimon ben Yohai asked him: Why didn’t the manna fall for 

the Jewish people just once a year" to take care ofall their needs, 
instead of coming down every day? He said to them: I will give 

you a parable: To what does this matter compare? To a king 

of flesh and blood who has only one son. He granted him an 

allowance for food once a year and the son greeted his father 
only once a year, when it was time for him to receive his allow- 
ance. So he arose and granted him his food every day, and his 

son visited him every day. 


So too, in the case of the Jewish people, someone who had 
four or five children would be worried and say: Perhaps the 
manna will not fall tomorrow and we will all die of starvation. 
Consequently, everyone directed their hearts to their Father 
in heaven every day. The manna that fell each day was sufficient 
only for that day, so that all of the Jewish people would pray to 
God for food for the next day. 
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Alternatively, they received manna daily so that they 
would be able to eat it while it was hot and fresh. Alter- 
natively, they received manna daily due to the hardship 
of carrying on the journey. They did not stay in the same 
place all those years, and it would have been difficult for 
them to carry the manna from one place to another. There- 
fore, the manna fell wherever they went. 


§ Itis told: Rabbi Tarfon, and Rabbi Yishmael, and the 
Elders were sitting and discussing the passage about the 
manna and Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i’ was sitting among 
them. Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i responded and said: The 
manna that fell for the Jewish people was sixty cubits 
high. Rabbi Tarfon said to him: Modai, how long will 
you collect words and bring upon us teachings that have 
no basis? 


He said to him: Rabbi, I am interpreting a verse. How 
so? It states about the Flood: “Fifteen cubits above did 

the waters prevail; and the mountains were covered” 
(Genesis 7:20). Is it possible that it would be fifteen 

cubits high from a valley, fifteen cubits from the plain, 
and fifteen cubits from the mountains? Did the water 
stand as though in layers, conforming to the height of the 

land below it? Furthermore, how could the Ark travel 

over water that was at different levels? Rather: “On the 

same day were all the fountains of the great deep broken 

up” (Genesis 7:11), until the water rose and was level with 

the mountains. Afterward, the verse states that “fifteen 

cubits above did the waters prevail.” 


Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i continues: But which attribute is 
greater, the attribute of goodness or the attribute of 
retribution? One must say the attribute of goodness is 
greater than the attribute of retribution." With regard 
to the attribute of retribution, in the case of the Flood, 
the verse states: “And the windows of heaven were 
opened” (Genesis 7:11), which indicates that there were 
only windows. Whereas, with regard to the attribute of 
goodness, in the case of the manna, the verse states: “He 
commanded the skies above, and opened the doors of 
heaven, and rained down manna upon them to eat and 
gave them heavenly grain” (Psalms 78:23-24). 


Based on this, the Gemara calculates: The area of how 
many windows are in a door? Four. A door is equivalent 
to four windows in size. One adds another four for the 
second door, as the verse uses the plural “doors,” which 
implies that there were two doors. This equals the area of 
eight windows. If the depth of water in the Flood is based 
on the phrase “windows of heaven,” implying two win- 
dows, then the manna fell at a rate four times that of the 
water of the Flood. Since the water of the Flood reached 
a depth of fifteen cubits, it turns out that the manna that 
fell for the Jewish people was sixty cubits high, i.e., four 
times as high. 


Similarly, it was taught in a baraita that Isi ben Yehuda 
said: The manna that fell for the Jewish people would 
accumulate and ascend until all the kings of the East 
and West could see it, as it is stated: “You prepared a 
table before me in the presence of my enemies; you 
anointed my head with oil; my cup runs over” (Psalms 
23:5). God prepared food for the Jewish people, so that 
their enemies would see their greatness over the world. 


“My cup runs over [revaya]”;" Abaye said: We learn from 


this that the cup of David in the next world holds 221 
log, since it is stated: “My cup runs over,” and the word 
revaya has that numerical value. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i - yian why vay: Rabbi Elazar 
HaModa'i was a Sage who lived after the destruction of the 
Temple and was apparently a young student of Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai. Most of the quotations cited in his name are midrash. 
Rabban Gamliel often remarked: We still need HaModa’i. As his 
name indicates, this scholar was from the city of Modi'in. Rabbi 
Elazar HaModa’i was bar Kokheva's uncle, his mother’s brother, 
and he died during the siege of Beitar. 


NOTES 


The attribute of goodness is greater than the attribute of 
retribution — mayys Na Asi AAA: Rashi writes that the 
attribute of goodness is five hundred times greater than that of 
retribution. He bases this on the verse that states, with regard to 
he wicked: “For | the Lord your God am a jealous God, visiting 
he iniquity of the fathers upon the children until the third and 
ourth generation of those that hate Me, and showing mercy 
until the thousandth generation of those that love Me and keep 
y mitzvot” (Exodus 20:4-5). Consequently, retribution lasts four 
generations while God “shows mercy to thousands of genera- 
ions” (Exodus 20:6). God extends favor to those who love Him 
or at least two thousand years, which is four times five hundred. 


My cup runs over — #17 pia: Some commentaries explain 
221 log in accordance with the Kabbala (Siah Yitzhak). Others 
ink it to the four cups of retribution from which God will force 
he world’s nations to drink (see Jeremiah 25:15). Since blessing 
is always significantly more than punishment, the Jewish people 
will drink many cups of blessing (see Ateret Rosh). 
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NOTES 


On the tenth, and: But on the tenth - Jx1 niwy 
‘iwya: Tosafot ask why the verses are not cited in 


order of appearance. Some commentaries sug- 


gest that the lack of sequence indicates that this 
is not a true interpretation of verses but merely an 
asmakhta, a scriptural support (Derekh HaMelekh). 


Five and six afflictions — pay Ww) Awan: It 
seems in the Jerusalem Talmud that bathing is not 
included as one of the five afflictions because it is 
not prohibited in every circumstance. For example, 
itis permitted to cross a river to fulfill a mitzva or to 
immerse in a ritual bath for the sake of a mitzva, as 
is discussed later in this tractate (Yoma 88a). 


LANGUAGE 
Anigron — \i1»3x: From the Greek word oivéyapov, 
oynogaron, meaning wine mixed with oil. 


Akhsigron — }s1»D3%: From the Greek word 
d£byapov, oxugaron, which is a sauce made from 
vinegar, fish, and other foods. 


HALAKHA 
Intoxicated in the Temple - wapat maa av: 


A priest who is intoxicated is not permitted to en- 


ter the Temple for service, even if his intoxication 
stems from substances other than wine, e.g., other 
drinks, sweet dried figs, or milk. If he does serve, he 
is punished with lashes, although his service is valid 
nevertheless. However, one who is drunk on wine is 
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven, and 
his service is invalid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 1:2). 
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The Gemara asks how Rabbi Elazar HaModa'i can compare the depth of 
the Flood waters with the amount of manna that fell in the desert: This 

is not similar, and the calculation is inaccurate. There, in the case of the 

Flood, the water rose fifteen cubits in forty days; but here, in the case of 
the manna, it took only one hour every day to fall. Conversely, there the 

Flood was for everyone and covered the whole world; whereas here the 

manna was for the Jewish people alone. And there would be much 

more manna for them than sixty cubits, which is the measurement put 

forth by Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar 

HaModa’i derived “opening” in the verse: “He commanded the skies 

above, and opened the doors of heaven” (Psalms 78:23), from “opening” 
in the verse: “And the windows of heaven were opened” (Genesis 7:11). 
He used a verbal analogy that teaches that the skies opened in both 

instances in the same way. 


§ The mishna taught that as per the five prohibited activities on Yom 
Kippur it is prohibited to engage in eating and in drinking, and in bath- 
ing, and in smearing the body with oil, and in wearing shoes, and in 
conjugal relations. The Gemara asks: These five afflictions of Yom Kip- 
pur, to what do they correspond? Where is the Torah source or allusion 
to them? Rav Hisda said: They are based on the five times that the af- 
flictions of Yom Kippur are mentioned in the Torah. It is stated: (1) 
“And on the tenth of this seventh month you shall have a holy convoca- 
tion, and you shall afflict your souls” (Numbers 29:7); (2) “But on the 
tenth" of this seventh month is the day of atonement, it shall be a holy 
convocation for you and you shall afflict your souls” (Leviticus 23:27); 
(3) “It shall be for you a Shabbat of solemn rest, and you shall afflict your 
souls (Leviticus 23:32); (4) “It is a Shabbat of solemn rest [shabbaton | 
for you, and you shall afflict your souls” (Leviticus 16:31); (5) “And it 
shall be a statute for you forever, in the seventh month on the tenth of 
the month, you shall afflict your souls” (Leviticus 16:29). 


The Gemara asks: Are these five the only afflictions? We learn in the 
mishna that there are six:" Eating, drinking, bathing, smearing oil, con- 
jugal relations, and wearing shoes. The Gemara answers: Drinking is 
included in the prohibition of eating; both together are considered a 
single affliction. As Reish Lakish said: From where do we derive that 
drinking is included in the concept of eating? As it is stated: “And you 
shall eat before the Lord your God, in the place where He shall choose 
to cause His name to dwell there, the tithe of your grain, of your wine 
[tirosh], and of your oil” (Deuteronomy 14:23). Tirosh is wine, yet the 
verse calls the drinking of wine eating with the phrase “and you shall 
eat,” meaning that eating also refers to drinking. 


The Gemara rejects this answer: From where do you draw this conclu- 
sion? Perhaps the wine was eaten as anigron,' a sauce made of oil, beet 
juice, and garum mixed with wine. As Rabba bar Shmuel said: Anigron 
is beet juice and wine mixed together. Akhsigron' is water that comes 
from boiled vegetables that have wine mixed into them. The vegetables 
are mixed with the wine and eaten. It is possible for wine to literally be 
eaten. Therefore, the verse does not prove that drinking is included in 
eating. 


Rather, Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: From here there is a proof as the 
verse states: “And you shall spend that money on all that your soul 
desires, on oxen, or on sheep, or on wine, or on strong drink [sheikhar] 
or whatever your soul desires, and you shall eat” (Deuteronomy 14:26). 
Strong drink is a drink, but the Merciful One calls its consumption 
eating, in the phrase “and you shall eat? 


The Gemara rejects this proof: From where do you draw this conclusion? 
Perhaps here too it was eaten as anigron? The Gemara rejects this: Here 
that answer is insufficient because the verse writes “strong drink 
[sheikhar],’ meaning something that intoxicates. Beverages that gener- 
ally intoxicate do not do so when they are in a mixture. The Gemara asks: 
Perhaps sheikhar does not refer to wine but to a food that causes intoxi- 
cation, such as a sweet dried fig from Keilah. As it was taught in a 
baraita: A priest who ate a sweet dried fig from Keilah or drank honey 
or milk, thereby becoming intoxicated, and entered the Temple 
to serve" 
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is liable for violating the prohibition: “Drink no wine nor strong 
drink [sheikhar]” (Leviticus 10:9). Consequently, the term 
sheikhar in the text can be understood here as the sweet dried 


fig. 


Rather, the Gemara rejects this and states: It is derived through 
a verbal analogy of “sheikhar” and “sheikhar” stated in the 
verses of the nazirite (Numbers 6:3). Just as there, in the case 
of the nazirite, sheikhar means strong wine, so too, here, it 
means strong wine and not sweet dried figs. 


The Gemara returns to the meaning of the word tirosh: Is tirosh" 
wine? Isn’t it taught in a baraita: One who vows not to benefit 
from tirosh" is not allowed sweet foods, e.g., sweet fruits, but 
is allowed wine. Therefore, tirosh is not wine but sweet food. 
The Gemara rejects this: And is tirosh not wine? But isn’t it 
written: “Tirosh shall make the young women flourish 
[yenovev]” (Zechariah 9:17). The word yenovev comes from the 
word niv, speech. Consequently, tirosh is a food that tempts the 
heart and mouth of the drinker, even of virgins, who are modest 
and reticent. Since sweet foods do not have this effect, tirosh 
must be wine. The Gemara replies: This is not a proof, since we 
could explain it otherwise: Something that comes from tirosh, 
such as wine, causes virgins to come forth; tirosh itself means 
sweet grapes. Perhaps wine is called tirosh only by extension 
because it is made from tirosh. 


The Gemara challenges this: But isn’t it written: “And your vats 
shall overflow with tirosh” (Proverbs 3:10). This description 
implies that tirosh is wine rather than sweet grapes. The Gemara 
answers: This too is not a proof that tirosh means wine. We could 
say that the vats shall overflow with something that comes 
from tirosh, i.e., wine; yet tirosh itself means sweet fruits. 


The Gemara objects: But it is written: “Harlotry, and wine, 
and tirosh" take away the heart” (Hosea 4:11). Since tirosh leads 
the heart astray, it is clear that it is wine. Therefore, the Gemara 
accepts that tirosh means wine. Rather, according to everyone, 
the word tirosh in the Bible refers to wine, but vows follow col- 
loquial language." During the time of the Mishna, tirosh meant 
sweet fruits; the term included grapes but not wine. When deal- 
ing with vows, the intention of the speaker is what must be 
determined, but no inference can be drawn from colloquial 
language to the biblical definition of the word. 


The Gemara asks: And if so, why does the Bible call it wine and 
why does it call it tirosh? The Gemara explains: “Wine” suggests 
that it brings lament" to the world because drunkenness causes 
most sins. There is a phonetic resemblance between the yayin, 
wine, and taaniya va‘aniya, sorrow and howling, which Rashi 
(on Job 2:5) explains as lament. “Tirosh” shows that those who 
indulge in it become poor [rash]. 


Rav Kahana raised a contradiction: It is written as tirash but 
we read it tirosh. This should be understood as follows: If one 
merits and drinks appropriately, he is made a head [rosh]; if 
one does not merit and does not drink appropriately, he is 
made poor [rash]. The Gemara comments: This is the same as 
what Rava said, as Rava raised a contradiction: It is written: 
“And wine that makes glad [yishamah] the heart of man” (Psalms 
104:15) with a shin, but we read it yisamah" with a sin. This 
teaches: If one merits, wine makes him happy [same’ah]; if 
one does not merit, it makes him confounded [shamem]. This 
is the same as what Rava said: Wine and good scents make me 
wise, meaning that wine benefits one who deserves it. 


NOTES 


Tirosh - win: Tirosh and wine are not synonymous. Rather, 
grape juice is called tirosh from the point it leaves the winery 
until it finishes fermenting, which is approximately forty days 
later. The discussion in the Gemara is whether the term tirosh 
is referring to grapes and other fruit or just to wine that has 
not yet finished fermenting. 


Wine and tirosh - wimp»: Since these are listed together, 
it is difficult to say that the word tirosh means something 
that comes from tirosh. Rather, it is clear that tirosh here is 
referring to actual wine (Rid). The distinction between wine 
and tirosh is as follows: Wine is referring to the stage after 
fermentation; tirosh is referring to wine that is still fermenting 
(see Siah Yitzhak). 


It brings lament - ath aag: One opinion explains that 
wine brings lament since somebody who is often drunk 
becomes impoverished (Rabbi Elyakim). 


Yishamah, yisamah — maw? maw»: According to the stan- 
dard text of the Gemara, the analysis here distinguishes be- 
tween whether the word is read with a shin or a sin. In other 
manuscripts, the focus is on whether the word ends with the 
letter het or heh: Should it be read as yismah or as yishma, the 
latter from the word shemama, meaning desolation. 


HALAKHA 

One who vows not to benefit from tirosh — wiv pa YTI: 
One who vows not to drink tirosh is not allowed to drink 
wine, but may drink sweet beverages, since tirosh refers 
only to wine, based on the biblical meaning of the word. 
Although at the time of the Gemara the word tirosh referred 
to sweet fruits and did not include wine, over the genera- 
tions, the meaning of the word tirosh changed back again. 
Nowadays, it is synonymous with wine (Taz; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 217116). 


Vows follow colloquial language — yw x ba ova 
DI 13: Terms appearing in one's vow are understood ac- 


cording to their local and current usage, in accordance with 
the ruling of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 217:1). 
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BACKGROUND 

Jaazaniah son of Shaphan - j5w ya sat: The 
Shaphan family was an influential Judean family 
in the last generations of the First Temple period. 
Shaphan himself was a scribe of King Josiah and 
of Jeremiah. His grandson Gedaliah governed 
Judea after the destruction of the First Temple. 
tis not certain that the Jaazaniah mentioned in 
he Gemara was related to the same Shaphan. 
However, some scholars surmise that he was the 
son of Shaphan and consequently the brother 
of Gemariah. The image below depicts a bulla 
ound in the City of David bearing the inscrip- 
ion leGemaryahu ben Shaphan: For Gemariah, 
son of Shaphan. 


Bulla found in the City of David 
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§ The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that abstaining 
from bathing and smearing oil on oneself is called affliction? The 
Gemara answers: As it is written “I ate no pleasant bread, neither did 
meat nor wine enter my mouth, neither did I anoint myself at all” 
(Daniel 10:3). The Gemara explains the verse: What is the meaning of “I 
ate no pleasant bread”?" Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, 
said: He did not eat even bread made from refined wheat; he ate only 
wheat mixed with bran. 


The Gemara continues to show that abstaining from smearing oil on 
oneself is considered an affliction: And from where do we derive that 
abstaining from the activities that Daniel describes is considered afflic- 
tion? As it is written: “Then he said to me: Fear not, Daniel, for from 
the first day that you set your heart to understand and to afflict yourself 
before your God, your words were heard, and I have come due to your 
words” (Daniel 10:12). “For you are greatly loved” (Daniel 9:23). 


We have found proof that abstaining from smearing oil on oneself is 
considered affliction; from where do we derive that abstaining from 
bathing is also called affliction? Rav Zutra, son of Rabbi Toviya, said: 
The verse states: “And it came into his innards like water, and like oil 
into his bones” (Psalms 109:18). This means that the water with which 
one bathes and the oil with which one smears himself are absorbed into 
the body. Just as abstaining from smearing oil is considered an affliction, 
so too, abstaining from bathing is considered an affliction. The Gemara 
objects: But say that “came into his innards like water” is referring to 
drinking rather than smearing oil. The Gemara rejects this: It is similar 
to oil. Just as the oil described in the verse is smeared from outside the 
body and not drunk, so too, the water mentioned in the verse is used for 
bathing from the outside. It is not drunk. 


The Gemara asks: But the tanna took the opposite meaning, as 
we learned in a mishna: From where do we derive that smearing oil is 
like drinking on Yom Kippur? Although there is no explicit proof of 
the matter from the Bible, there is an allusion to the matter" from the 
verse, as it is stated: “And it came into his innards like water, and like 
oil into his bones” (Psalms 109:18), meaning that oil on the body is like 
water within it. Therefore, the phrase “and it came into his innards like 
water” is referring to the act of drinking water. Rather, Rav Ashi said: 
Bathing is derived from the same verse cited above, as it is written: 
“Neither did I anoint myself at all” (Daniel 10:3). This teaches that Dan- 
iel did not do any anointing, including bathing. Consequently, the same 
source prohibits both of these activities. 


Apropos the verses from Daniel, the Gemara asks: What did the angel 

mean when he said to Daniel: “And I have come due to your words” 
(Daniel 10:12)? From this, it seems that the angel was able to come only 

because of Daniel. The Gemara answers: This is as it is written: “And 

there stood before them seventy men of the Elders of the house of 
Israel, and Jaazaniah, son of Shaphan,’ standing in the midst of them, 
each man with his censer in his hand, and a thick cloud of incense went 

up” (Ezekiel 8:11). Ezekiel saw the Elders of the house of Israel worship- 
ping foreign gods. “And the form of a hand was put forth, and I was 

taken bya lock of my head; and a spirit lifted me up between the earth 

and the heaven, and brought me in the visions of God to Jerusalem, to 

the door of the gate of the inner court that faces northward where 


NOTES 


What is the meaning of...pleasant [hamudot] bread — ond ~~ 
nitvan: The Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot links hamudot with the word 
hom, meaning hot. He similarly explains the phrase: The innards were 
burned [nehmedu], in Hullin 56a. Some explain why this verse is cited 
here, with a possible suggestion that it is an attempt to explain the 
meaning of the word hamudot. Since it might have been understood 
that not eating pleasant bread is an actual affliction, the Gemara 
explains that although regular bread is not as tasty, eating it is not 
considered an affliction (see Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


Allusion to the matter - sab 32t: The medieval commentators asked 


why this proof is considered merely an allusion. One suggestion is 
that the argument cannot serve as a solid proof, since the amoraiim 
explained the verse in the opposite way (Tosafot Yeshanim). Another 
explanation is that the verse is using bathing and anointing as a 
metaphor. The previous verse states: “He loved cursing, and it came 
into him; and he did not delight in blessing and it is far from him. 
He clothed himself also with cursing as with his garments, and it 
came into his innards like water, and like oil into his bones” (Psalms 
109:17-18). An actual proof cannot be derived from a passage that is 
metaphorical (Ritva). 
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there was the seat of the image of jealousy, which provokes 
jealousy” (Ezekiel 8:3). “And he brought me into the inner 
court of the Lord’s House, and behold at the opening of the 
Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary of God, between the porch and 
the altar were about twenty-five men with their backs toward 
the Temple of the Lord, and their faces toward the east, and 
they worshipped the sun toward the east” (Ezekiel 8:16). The 
Gemara explains: From the fact that it is stated “and their 
faces toward the east,” is it not clear that their backs were to 
the Sanctuary, which is in the west? Rather, what is the mean- 
ing when the verse states “their backs toward the Temple of 
the Lord”? This teaches that they would uncover themselves 
and defecate downward, toward the Divine Presence. The verse 
used a euphemism to refrain from vulgar language. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Michael, the ministering 
angel of the Jewish people: Michael, your nation has sinned 
(see Daniel 10:21). He replied: Master of the Universe, may it 
be enough for the good people among them to save them from 
destruction. He said to him: I will burn them’ and the good 
among them because the good do not rebuke the wicked. 
Immediately, God spoke to Gabriel: “He spoke to the man 
clothed in linen‘ and said: Go in between the wheelwork and 
beneath the cherub, and fill your hands with coals of fire from 
between the cherubs, and scatter them over the city; and he 
came before my eyes” (Ezekiel 10:2). Immediately: “And the 
cherub stretched out his hand from between the cherubs into 
the fire that was between the cherubs, and took and put it into 
the hands of him that was clothed in linen, who took it and 
went out” (Ezekiel 10:7). 


Rav Hana bar Bizna said that Rabbi Shimon Hasida said: Ifit 
were not for the fact that the embers cooled as they were 
passed from the hand of the cherub to the hand of Gabriel," 
instead of Gabriel taking the embers directly himself as he had 
been told, not a remnant or a refugee of the enemies of the 
Jewish people, a euphemism for the Jewish people themselves, 
would have survived. The cooling of the embers limited the 
punishment. 


The Gemara continues. And it is written: “And behold, the 

man clothed in linen with the slate by his side, reported 

the matter saying: I have done as You have commanded me” 
(Ezekiel 9:11). Rabbi Yohanan said: At that moment, they cast 

out Gabriel from behind the curtain [pargod],' where the 

inner angels reside, and they struck him with sixty blows 

[pulsei]' of fire. They said to him: If you did not do it, you did 

not do it; if you did do it, why did you not do it according to 

what you were commanded but deviated from what you were 

instructed to do? Moreover, after you already did it, do you 

not have knowledge of the principle: One should not deliver 

a report about destruction?" If one is sent on a mission of de- 
struction, he should not deliver a detailed report of its success 

but should only hint at it. 


They then brought Dubiel, the ministering angel of the 
Persians" and put him in the place of [baharikei]' Gabriel and 
he served for twenty-one days. As it is written: “But the 
prince of the kingdom of Persia stood opposed to me for 
twenty-one days, but, lo, Michael, one of the chief princes, 
came to help me and I remained there beside the kings of 
Persia” (Daniel 10:13). Corresponding to those twenty-one days, 
they gave him, the ministering angel of Persia, twenty-one 
kings who ruled and the seaport of Mashhig.' 


NOTES 
| will burn them — omits qyiw 3x: This is why the verse 
speaks about “each man with his censer in his hand.” The 
people sinned by burning incense to foreign gods, they 
were therefore punished by fire (Maharsha). 


The man clothed in linen - w137 vib wot: In the book 
of Daniel (10:5), the man wearing linen also appears. He is 
the angel Gabriel, who appeared to Daniel previously (9:21). 
From this, we learn that the man wearing linen in the book 
of Ezekiel is also the angel Gabriel. 


Gabriel - Soran: Everything described here is allegory 
and allusion. Gabriel is the angel in charge of strength and 
justice, which is why he is referred to as the angel of fire 
by the Gemara (see Pesahim 18a). However, the justice he 
dispenses is not directed at punishing the Jewish people; it 
is righteous justice. He makes sure that the Jews are judged 
favorably, even in the face of valid accusations. 


One should not deliver a report about destruction — jx 
abpbprby pwn: Itis a rule of etiquette that a messenger 
reports to his overseer when he has successfully concluded 
his task. However, if he is reporting about a mission of 
destruction, it is inappropriate for the messenger to boast 
about his achievement, so as not to associate his overseer 
with the destruction. Instead, the messenger should only 
allude to the completion of his task. 


Dubiel the ministering angel of the Persians — whos 
D: He was probably given this name because the Persian 
kingdom is represented as a bear [dov] (see Daniel 7:5). The 
Sages also describe many acts of the Persians that resemble 
the behavior of bears. 


LANGUAGE 

Curtain [pargod] — i315: From the Greek Tapayavdns, 
paragaudes, or the Latin paragauda, both of which derive 
from Old Persian. One sense of pargod is that of a specific 
type of screen. The pargod screen was used by Iranian kings. 
When sitting behind it, they could only be heard but not 
seen. This is the source of the image of the Divine Presence 
concealed behind the pargod. 


Blows [pulsei] - bap: Apparently from the Latin word 
pulsus, meaning a blow or hit. 


In the place of [baharikei] - mpna: Probably from the 
Iranian vihrig. The closest form in Middle Persian is appar- 
ently guhrig, meaning equivalent. 


Mashhig — 113: The correct version of this place name 
seems to be mashmahig, an island in the Persian Gulf be- 
tween Oman and Bahrain. 
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LANGUAGE 


Taxes [akarga] — x38: This word comes from the Middle 
Persian word harg, meaning duty or tribute. In the Talmud 
it refers to a poll tax. 


NOTES 
Weary - 9X: The word weary appears in the Bible in many 


contexts. Its general meaning is a feeling of weakness, 


from lack of food, drink, or other necessities. The Gemara 
therefore explores the meaning of weary in the verse 
about David. 
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The ministering angel of the Persians said: Write for me that 

the Jews must pay taxes [akarga]' to the Persians. They wrote 

it for him as he asked. He said: Write for me that the Sages 

must pay taxes. They wrote this for him. When they wanted 

to sign the documents, Gabriel stood from behind the curtain 

and said: “It is vain for you who rise early who sit up late 

to eat the bread of sorrow, for He gives His beloved sleep” 
(Psalms 127:2). What does “for He gives His beloved sleep” 
mean? Rav Yitzhak said: These are the wives of Torah schol- 
ars who disturb their sleep in this world by staying up waiting 

for their husbands, who rise early and return late from learning 

Torah, and they thereby merit the World-to-Come. Gabriel 

asked: Is this the reward they deserve, to pay more taxes? They 

did not listen to Gabriel. 


He said before Him: Master of the Universe, if all the wise 
men of other nations were placed on one side of the scale, 
and Daniel the beloved man were on the other side, would 
he not outweigh them? The Holy One, Blessed be He, said: 
Who is the one who teaches the virtue of My children? They 
said to Him: Master of the Universe, it is Gabriel. He said to 
them: Let him come from behind the partition, as it is stated: 
“And I have come due to your words” (Daniel 10:12), meaning 
that Gabriel was permitted to enter from behind the partition 
because he mentioned Daniel’s name. God then said to the 
other angels: Let him ascend. They brought him up. 


He came and found Dubiel the ministering angel of the 
Persians holding the letter in his hand. Gabriel wanted to take 
the letter from him, but Dubiel swallowed it. Some say the 
letter was written, but it was not signed. Some say it was also 
signed, but when he swallowed it, the signature was erased. 
The Gemara comments: This is why, in the kingdom of Persia, 
there are those who pay taxes and there are those who do not 
pay taxes, as the decree was not finalized. It also states there: 
“And when I depart from him, the prince of Greece comes” 
(Daniel 10:20). Gabriel screamed and screamed that the kings 
of Greece should not rule over the Jews, but no one listened 
to him. 


§ The Gemara returns to the issue of whether refraining from 
bathing is considered affliction. If you wish, say instead: The 
fact that bathing is considered affliction, from where do we 
derive this? As it is written: “And to Ebiathar the priest the 
king said: Get to Anatoth to your fields, for you are deserving 
of death. But I will not put you to death today, because you 
carried the Ark of the Lord God before David my father, and 
because you have been afflicted in all that my father was af- 
flicted” (1 Kings 2:26). And it is written with regard to David: 
“For they said the people is hungry, and weary, and thirsty in 
the wilderness” (11 Samuel 17:29). Hunger means from lack of 
bread to eat, and thirst means from lack of water to drink. The 
word weary means lack from what? Is it not from bathing? The 
comparison of the verses suggests that that too is affliction. The 
Gemara challenges: And perhaps “weary”’ means from lack of 
wearing shoes? Therefore, this does not teach us that refraining 
from bathing is considered an affliction. 


Rather, another source needs to be found. Rav Yitzhak said: It 
can be derived from here: “As cold water on a weary soul, so 
is good news from a far country” (Proverbs 25:25). This implies 
that the word weary is used to describe someone who has not 
bathed. The Gemara asks: But perhaps the verse is referring to 
weariness from not drinking? The Gemara rejects this: Is it 
written: As cold water in a weary soul? That would mean that 
it entered one like a drink. Rather, “on a weary soul” is written, 
which implies bathing. 
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§ The Gemara clarifies the next point in the mishna: The fact that 
not wearing shoes is considered an affliction, from where do we 
derive this? As it is written: “And David went up by the ascent of 
the Mount of Olives, and wept as he went up, and he had his head 
covered, and was walking barefoot” (11 Samuel 15:30). Barefoot 
implies a lack of what? Is it not a lack of wearing shoes? All these 
deprivations are described as affliction. The Gemara rejects this: 
No, perhaps he was barefoot from a horse and whip. Even if he 
was wearing shoes, a king without a horse and whip was considered 
as if he were going barefoot. 


Rather, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We learn it from here, as 
it states: “Go and loose the sackcloth from your loins, and re- 
move your shoe from your foot” (Isaiah 20:2). And it is written: 
“And he did so, walking naked and barefoot” (Isaiah 20:2). Bare- 
foot implies a lack of what? Is it not a lack of wearing shoes? The 
Gemara challenges: And say that perhaps the meaning of barefoot 
is that Isaiah walked with patched shoes." Because if you do not 
say this, but you claim that the verse is to be understood literally, 
does “naked” mean actually naked? Rather, the meaning is that 
Isaiah walked in ragged garments. Here too, the meaning is that 
he walked in patched shoes. 


Rather, a different source must be found. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said that we derive it from here: It states: “Withhold your foot 
from being barefoot, and your throat from thirst” (Jeremiah 
2:25), meaning: Keep yourself from sin, so that your feet will not 
come to be barefoot; keep your tongue from idle talk, so that 
your throat will not come to be thirsty. Consequently, we learn 
that being barefoot is considered an affliction. 


§ The Gemara continues to clarify another of the afflictions of Yom 
Kippur: From where do we derive the halakha that refraining from 
conjugal relations is called affliction? As it is written, Laban said 
to Jacob: “If you shall afflict my daughters, and if you shall take 
other wives beside my daughters” (Genesis 31:50). 


This can be explained as: “If you shall afflict my daughters” by re- 
fraining from conjugal relations, “and if you shall take other wives” 
causing them to suffer from additional rival wives. The Gemara 
objects: And say that this phrase and that phrase are both referring 
to taking rival wives. The Gemara rejects this: Is it written: If you 
take? “And if you shall take” is written. Therefore, the clauses must 
be referring to two different kinds of affliction. 


The Gemara challenges further: And say that this phrase and that 
phrase are referring to taking rival wives. One phrase is referring 
to his wives’ current rivals. “If you shall afflict” means that Jacob 
should not elevate the position of the two maidservants, Bilhah and 
Zilpah, to the status of wife, which would make them co-wives with 
Laban’s daughters. And one phrase is referring to rivals who might 
come to him from the world at large, which would be similar in 
meaning to “if you shall take.” The Gemara rejects this: Is it writ- 
ten: If you take and if you afflict? It is logical to first state the more 
severe warning and then the less severe one. But according to this 
proposed reading that “take” refers to rivals from the world at large 
and “afflict” refers to elevating the status of maidservants, the text 
would have first mentioned the less painful affliction of elevating 
the maidservants and then followed it with a warning about taking 
new rival wives, as “if you shall afflict and if you shall take” is 
written. 


NOTES 
With patched shoes — Deyo Dya: The Sages 
said that a Torah scholar should not wear patched 
shoes because this is considered disgraceful. A Torah 
scholar who does wear such shoes is considered to be 
walking barefoot. 
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NOTES 


Conjugal relations themselves are called affliction - 
say PX AD WWA: Rabbi Elyakim explains: Excess of 
con jugal relations may be called an affliction, and Rav 
Pappa tried to bring proof of this from the verse. This 
proof was rejected because the verse does not actually 
refer to conjugal relations (see Rashi and Ibn Ezra on 
Genesis 34:2). 


He did not want to feed — bona my x: Accord- 
ing to most commentaries, this is because Shammai 
was hesitant to wash even one of his hands in water. 
The Sages therefore decreed that he should wash both 
hands, in order to emphasize that it is permitted to do 
so. Similarly, the Sages enacted other rules to undercut 
differing opinions (Ritva). Some commentaries maintain 
that since Shammai did not want to feed the children 
with one hand, lest the other unwashed hand touch 
the food, the Sages permitted him to wash both hands. 


HALAKHA 


The prohibition of bathing — n%m mey: On Yom 
Kippur, it is prohibited to bathe even a part of one's 
body in cold or hot water. However, one may bathe if a 
part of the body is dirty from mud, excrement, or blood, 
because the law only prohibits bathing for pleasure. 
One who is sensitive and suffers from sweat is allowed 
to cleanse his body of sweat but should avoid this if pos- 
sible, since the Bah, Taz, and Peri Hadash all rule against it 
(Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 613:1). 


The prohibition against smearing oil — 12° VD’: It 
is prohibited to spear oil on even part of one’s body on 
Yom Kippur. However, if one is ill or has scabs on his head 
and needs to smear oil on himself, he may do so in the 
normal manner and need not be concerned about vio- 
lating a prohibition (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6141). 


Washing in order to feed a child - mbox ow mm 
pi»: A woman may rinse one hand with water to feed 
her child (see Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat 
Asor 3:2, and in the comment of the Lehem Mishne). 


One who travels to study may pass through water — 
mas lip minh bint: On Yom Kippur, if one must cross 
ariver to reach the study hall, to visit his father or teacher, 
or to fulfill a mitzva, he may enter the water up to his 
neck, provided there is no danger of drowning. This is 
also permitted on his return trip (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 613:5). 


A teacher going to visit his student — ibn byy av: 
A teacher is not permitted to pass through water on 
Yom Kippur in order to reach his student (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 613:7). 


Guards for fruit — niva miw: One who guards fruit 
is allowed to pass through water to reach it. However, 
he is not permitted to return, as the reason that Abaye 
gave Rav Yosef for returning does not apply in this case 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 613:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Evil spirit named Shivta - nw: In the responsa lit- 
erature of the geonim, shivta is ‘described as an illness 
generally found among young children. According to 
these commentaries, it was an infectious disease that 
could be transmitted by handling food with unclean 
hands. See Rashi for an alternative explanation. 
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Rav Pappa said to Abaye: But conjugal relations themselves are 
called affliction," as it is written: “And Shechem the son of Hamor 
the Hivite, the prince of the land, saw her; and he took her, and he 
lay with her and afflicted her” (Genesis 34:2). If so, how can it be 
said that the affliction is in withholding conjugal relations? He said 
to him: There, Shechem afflicted her from different relations, 
meaning he slept with her in an unnatural way. That type of relations 
is clearly an affliction. 


§ The Gemara clarifies some of the prohibitions relating to Yom 
Kippur. The Sages taught: It is prohibited to bathe" part of the 
body just as it is prohibited to bathe the whole body. But if one is 
dirty from mud or excrement, he may bathe in his usual manner, 
and he need not be concerned about transgressing, since his goal 
is not pleasure. Similarly, it is prohibited to smear oil" on part of 
the body just as it is prohibited to smear oil on the whole body. But 
if one was sick and needed to smear oil on his body for medicinal 
purposes, or if one had scabs on his head that would hurt if he did 
not smear oil on himself, he may smear oil in his usual manner, and 
he need not be concerned about transgressing. 


The school of Menashe taught that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: A woman may rinse one hand in water, so that she does not 
touch food before she has washed her hands in the morning, and 
give bread to her child," and she need not be concerned about 
violating the prohibition of bathing on Yom Kippur. 


They said about Shammai the Elder that he did not want to feed" 
his children with one hand, to avoid having to wash it. This pre- 
vented the children from eating during all of Yom Kippur. Due to 
concerns about the health and the suffering of his children, they 
decreed that he must feed them with two hands, forcing him to 
wash both hands. What is the reason that they also said in general 
that one must wash his hands before touching food? Abaye said: 
Due to an evil spirit named Shivta,” who resides on hands that have 
not been washed in the morning. 


§ The Sages taught: One who goes to greet his father or his teach- 
er, or to greet one who is greater than him in wisdom, and has 
to cross a river on the way, may cross the water until his neck is in 
the water, and he need not be concerned" that he is violating the 
prohibition against bathing on Yom Kippur. 


A dilemma was raised before them, i.e., the students discussing this 
question: What is the law concerning a teacher going to visit his 
student?" May he enter the water in order to teach his student? The 
Gemara tries to bring a proof: Come and hear from what Rav 
Yitzhak bar bar Hana said: I saw Ze’iri, who went through a river 
on his way to Rav Hiyya bar Ashi, his student. Rav Ashi said: This 
was not the case. Rather, in that case, it was the student Rav Hiyya 
bar Ashi who went to Ze’iri, his teacher. Therefore, this incident 
does not answer the question. 


Rava permitted those who lived on the right side of the Euphrates 
to pass through the water to guard the fruit" in their fields on Yom 
Kippur. Abaye said to Rava: A baraita was taught that supports 
your opinion. We learned: Guards of fruit may cross the river until 
their necks are in the water, and they need not be concerned that 
they are violating the prohibition against bathing on Yom Kippur. 


Rav Yosef permitted the people of the village of Bei Tarbu to cross 
in the water to come to the lecture he delivered on Yom Kippur. 
He did not, however, permit them to go back home through the 
water. Abaye said to him: If so, you are obstructing them from 
coming in the future. They will not come to the lecture knowing 
they will be prohibited from returning home. Some say the incident 
happened differently: Rav Yosef permitted them to come and per- 
mitted them to go back through the water. Abaye said to him: 
Granted, you allow them to come, that is well. But what is the 
reason you allow them to go back? He said to him: So as not to 
obstruct them from coming in the future. 
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It is told: Rav Yehuda and Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda were 
standing on the bank of the Pappa River next to the Hatzdad 
crossing, and Rami bar Pappa was standing on the other side 
of the river. He raised his voice to them and asked: What is the 
ruling with regard to crossing over to come to you to ask a 
halakha? Rav Yehuda said to him: It is Rav and Shmuel who 
both say: One may cross in the water, provided that he does 
not remove his hand from under the hem of his cloak." One 
may not raise the hems of his cloak to his shoulders to keep them 
dry, since this form of carrying renders one liable to bring a sin- 
offering. Rather, one should walk normally and get his clothes 
wet in the water. Some say this is not how the incident hap- 
pened. Rather, Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda said to him: We 
learned in a baraita: One may cross over, provided that he 
does not remove his hand from the hem of his cloak. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this: And on a weekday is it 
permitted to walk in such deep water that it presents a danger 
of drowning? But isn’t it written with regard to the river that, 
in the future, will issue forth from the Holy of Holies: “He 
measured a thousand cubits, and he led me through the 
water; the water was ankle deep” (Ezekiel 47:3); from here it 
is derived that one is permitted to pass through water that 
reaches up to the ankles. 


Rav Yosef continues explaining the verse: “Again he measured 
a thousand and he led me through the water, the water was 
knee deep” (Ezekiel 47:4); from here it is derived that one is 
permitted to pass through water that reaches up to the knees. 
“He measured a thousand and led me through the water up to 
the waist” (Ezekiel 47:4); from here it is derived that one is 
permitted to pass through water that reaches up to the waist. 
From this point forward: “And he measured a thousand, a 
river that I could not pass through” (Ezekiel 47:5). This implies 
that one is never permitted to pass through water that is more 
than waist high, because it is dangerous. 


Abaye said: That is not a proof, because a river with fast flowing 
water is different. Ifit is higher than one’s waist, he could drown. 
However, one is permitted to cross still water even ifit is deeper 
than that. 


§ Apropos the river that will flow in the future, the Gemara 
explains additional verses in Ezekiel. One might think that 
Ezekiel could cross the river by swimming. The verse states: 
“For the water had swollen into sahu waters” (Ezekiel 47:5). 
What does “sahu waters” mean? Water that can be traversed 
only with a boat [shiyuta], as sailing [shayta] is sometimes 
called swimming [sayha]. I might have thought Ezekiel could 
pass across in a small boat [burni].' Therefore, the verse states: 
“No galley with oars shall go” (Isaiah 33:21). I might have 
thought he could pass through in a large boat. Therefore, the 
verse states: “Neither shall a fishing boat [tzi adir ] be able to 
cross it” (Isaiah 33:21). The Gemara asks: From where can 
it be inferred that the words tzi adir mean fishing boat? The 
Gemara explains: This is how Rav Yosef translated" this verse: 
A fishing boat [sfinat tzayyadin] will not travel on it and a 
large ship will not cross it. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the river that will in the 
future come out of the Holy of Holies. Rabbi Yehuda ben Pazi 
said: Even the Angel of Death" does not have permission to 
pass through it to the other side of this river, and proof of this 
is in the verse, as it is written here: “No galley with oars [ani 
shayt] can travel” and as it was written there: “Then Satan 
answered the Lord and said: From going to and fro [mishut] 
the earth and from walking up and down in it” (Job 1:7). Even 
Satan, who is also the Angel of Death, cannot cross through this 
river. 


NOTES 

Provided that he does not remove his hand from under 
the hem of his cloak — spibn nan nna it xi KW: Many 
reasons have been offered for this law. According to Rashi, the 
concern is about carrying on Yom Kippur. Other commentaries 
suggest that the rule is intended to prevent swimming. A third 
approach maintains that if one raises his cloak it will look like 
he is bathing for pleasure (geonim). Alternatively, the prohibi- 
tion acts as a reminder that it is Yom Kippur, to prevent one 
from squeezing out his cloak (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


This is how Rav Yosef translated the verse — >) 2703273: 
This is the Aramaic translation that we have today (Targum 
Yonatan). It is apparently referred to as Rav Yosef's translation, 
due to his expertise in the text. 


Even the Angel of Death - ny7 qx 4x: It has been sug- 
gested that an additional allusion to this idea is found in the 
word ani, which is related to aninut, meaning mourning and 
pain (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


LANGUAGE 
Small boat [burni] - 311: From the Greek Aibupvic, liburnis, 
or the Latin liburna. It refers to a small boat used for war or 
shipping that was sailed in the Adriatic Sea. 


Reconstruction of a liburna 
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BACKGROUND 
Warp and woof threads - sy pam) nw win: Even when 


weaving is done evenly, and the warp threads, those at- 


tached to the loom, are of the same type of thread as the 
woof, they are still somewhat different because of how they 
are used. The warp threads are usually both slimmer and 
stronger than the woof threads. 


Perek VIII 
Daf78 Amuda 


NOTES 


From this point forward it will grow in strength — (x22 


yaana m7 shoe: This is a hint to the way the future re- 


demption will take place. It will begin slowly, until the 


Messiah, the descendant of David, arrives. Then the salva- 


tion will bring about the resurrection of the dead and the 
nullification of the Angel of Death (/yyun Ya'akov). 


She must sit - aw maw: This is stated, since it has 
already been established that it is prohibited to stand in 
water that reaches the neck (see Siah Yitzhak). In the phrase 


“to the inhabitants of [yoshvei] Jerusalem” (Zechariah 13:1), 


yoshvei literally means “those who sit” and is an allusion to 
this (see Ohel Moshe). 


HALAKHA 


Crossing water on Shabbat — nawa 03 Tay: It is permit- 


ted to cross water on Shabbat when wearing shoes, but not 
when wearing sandals. This is due to the concern that one 


may come to carry his sandals if they fall off (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 301:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Lecture [pirka] - xpY3: The pirka was generally a lecture 
given by a Sage to his colleagues and their students. There 
was obvious importance given to a lecture that the Exilarch 
attended and occasionally delivered. All of the Sages in the 
vicinity felt obligated to be present at such lectures. 
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The Gemara cites more midrashim about the river that will flow 
from the Holy of Holies. Rabbi Pinehas said in the name of Rav 
Huna of Tzippori: The spring that comes forth from inside the 

Holy of Hollies is at first very narrow and resembles grasshop- 
pers’ antennae in width. Once it reaches the opening of the 

Sanctuary it becomes as thick as the thread of the warp; once it 

reaches the Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary, it becomes as thick 
as the thread of the woof,” which is wider than the warp thread. 
Once it reaches the opening of the Temple courtyard it becomes 

like the mouth of a small jug. This is as we learned in a mishna: 
Rav Eliezer ben Ya'akov says: Water, 


in the future, will bubble from under the threshold of the 
Temple. From this point forward, the spring will grow in 
strength’ and rise until it reaches the opening of David’s house, 
i.e., his grave, which is outside of Jerusalem. When it reaches 
the opening of David's house, it will become a flowing river in 
which zavim and zavot, menstruating women, and women after 
childbirth will bathe to purify themselves. As it is stated: “On 
that day there shall be a fountain opened for the house of David 
and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem for purification and for 
sprinkling” (Zechariah 13:1). 


Rav Yosef said: From here, there is an allusion that a menstruat- 
ing woman must be able to sit" up to her neck in water, i.e., that 
this is the appropriate depth for waters of a ritual bath to purify. 
The Gemara comments: But the halakha is not in accordance 
with his opinion. Rather, the depth of the water is irrelevant. As 
long as the water can cover an entire adult body, the ritual bath is 
kosher. 


§ The Gemara investigates the permissibility of crossing water in 
order to fulfill a mitzva: It works out well that on Yom Kippur it 
is permitted because there are no shoes, and there is no problem 
going through water barefoot. However, on Shabbat," when there 
are shoes, what is the halakha? Is one permitted to cross water 
wearing shoes? Is there a concern that his shoe might come off and 
he may pick it up, thereby violating the prohibition of carrying 
out? Nehemya, the son-in-law of the Nasi, said: I saw Rabbi Ami 
and Rabbi Asi come to a pool of water that they had to cross on 
Shabbat, and they crossed it while wearing their shoes without 
removing them first. 


The Gemara asks: It works out well that shoes are permitted, since 
one can tie them tightly, but what is there to say about sandals? 
Since they do not fit tightly on the foot, they might come off in 
the water. Rav Rihumi said: I saw Ravina cross a river while 
wearing sandals on his feet. Rav Ashi said: If he is wearing 
sandals, he should not cross the water ab initio, lest the sandal fall 
off his foot and he violate the prohibition of carrying on Shabbat 
by picking it up. 


Incidental to this, the Gemara reports: The Exilarch came to 
deliver a lecture in Rav Natan’s study hall in Hagronya. Rafram 
and all the Sages came to the lecture,’ but Ravina did not come. 
The next day, when he came, Rafram wanted to remove any anger 
towards Ravina from the mind of the Exilarch, for missing the 
lecture. Rafram therefore asked Ravina: What is the reason that 
the Master did not come to the lecture? He said to him: My foot 
hurt. He said to him: You should have put shoes on. Ravina an- 
swered him: It was the back of the foot that hurt, so wearing shoes 
would have been hard for me. 
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Rafram said to Ravina: You should have worn sandals, which 
leave the heel exposed. He said to him: There was a pool of 
water on the way that I would have had to cross. He said 
to him: You should have crossed it wearing the sandals. He 
said to him: Does the Master not hold with that which 
Rav Ashi said: One should not wear sandals when crossing 
a river on Shabbat, ab initio? From this conversation, the 
Exilarch understood that Ravina meant no disrespect in not 
attending the lecture. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss the laws of Yom Kippur: 
Yehuda bar Gerogarot taught: It is prohibited to sit on 
damp clay on Yom Kippur. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: 
This prohibition applies only when the clay is dripping wet, 
when one feels its wetness when touching it. Abaye said in 
clarification: It must be dripping wet enough to make some- 
thing else wet. Rav Yehuda said: One is permitted to cool 
off with fruit on Yom Kippur," and it is not considered bath- 
ing. Similarly, when Rav Yehuda suffered from the heat on 
Yom Kippur he cooled off by putting a squash on himself. 


Rabba cooled off by placing a baby [yanuka]" next to him, 
because a baby’s body is cold. Rava cooled off with a silver 
cup. Rav Pappa said: If the silver cup is full, it is prohibited; 
however, if it is not full, it is permitted. With regard to a 
ceramic cup, both this and that are prohibited, since the 
water seeps through the cup, causing a violation of the pro- 
hibition of bathing. Rav Ashi said: A silver cup that is not 
full is also prohibited because it can slip [mizderiv]" from 
his hand and spill. 


Ze’eira bar Hama, the host of the home where Rabbi Ami, 
and Rabbi Asi, and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, and all the 
Sages of Caesarea stayed, said to Rav Yosef, son of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi: Son ofa lion, come, I will tell you about 
a wonderful custom that your father used to perform. He 
had a cloth that he would prepare on the day before Yom 
Kippur by soaking it in water and wringing it out, making it 
almost like a dried cloth. And the next day he wiped his face, 
hands, and feet with it. On the day before the Ninth of Av, 
on which the prohibition of bathing is by rabbinic law and not 
Torah law, he would soak the cloth in water and the next day 
pass it over his eyes. 


Similarly, when Rabba bar Mari came from Eretz Yisrael he 
said: The day before the Ninth of Av they bring one a cloth, 
and he may soak it in water" and place it under his head. The 
next day, when only some moisture remains, he may wipe his 
face, hands, and feet with it. On the day before Yom Kippur, 
they bring one a cloth, and he may soak it in water and 
wring it out to make it like a dried cloth. The next day, he 
may pass it over his eyes. Rabbi Ya’akov said to Rabbi 
Yirmeya bar Tahlifa: You told us the opposite.’ What you 
told us about Yom Kippur was really what he did on the Ninth 
of Av, and we objected to you with regard to the prohibition 
of wringing, since Yom Kippur has the same prohibition of 
wringing that Shabbat has. 


§ Rav Menashya bar Tahalifa said that Rav Amram said 
that Rabba bar bar Hana said: They asked Rabbi Elazar 
ben Pedat: Must an Elder who sits and studies Torah in a 
yeshiva receive permission’ from the Nasi to permit him 
to render firstborn animals permitted," like others who must 
get permission from the Nasi to render firstborn animals 
permitted," or not? A firstborn animal may not be eaten 
until it has a blemish. Knowing which blemishes are perma- 
nent and permit the animal to be eaten and which are tempo- 
rary is specialized knowledge. 


NOTES 
Does the Master not hold with that which Rav Ashi said - 
WY 31 ONT NIY 1 AD Tap KY: The medieval commentar- 
ies point out that the Gemara earlier reported that Ravina 
himself crossed a river in sandals. Why does it seem that 
here he does not allow it? One solution to the apparent con- 
tradiction is that the Gemara is citing two different scholars 
named Ravina, Ravina the Elder and his nephew. Alternatively, 
perhaps Ravina made the statement to pacify the Exilarch 
(Tosafot Yeshanim). Or, it is possible that Ravina changed his 
opinion after hearing the position of Rav Ashi (Siah Yitzhak). 


By a baby [yanuka] — xa: Commentaries explain that 
a baby was used because its skin is usually a little cold, or 
because one is permitted to bathe a baby to cool it off (Min 
HaAnavim). Others explain that yanuka is the name of a vessel 
with along neck, and it is so named because one drinks from 
it by sucking [yenika] (geonim). 


Slip [mizderiv] - 2714: The root of this word, zarav, is found 
in the Bible (Job 6:17). Its meaning is connected to the word 
for stealing. 


You told us the opposite - {ons x9: The rationale to 
be more stringent on the Ninth of Av is because the day is 
one of mourning and sorrow (Meiri), or due to concern that 
people will disregard rabbinic mitzvot (Tosafot Yeshanim). 


Permission from the Nasi — KWT pa NWA: In the early 
generations, the Sages needed authority only to rule on 
monetary issues, not on halakhot concerning ritual. However, 
a reform was made requiring permission in that area too, 
in order to ensure that the student knew the material well 
enough to rule. In order to raise the stature of the Nasi, it was 
instituted that he would be the one to grant such permission. 


Permitting firstborn animals - nivida Nn: In the times 
of the Temple, all firstborn animals were given to the priests. 
Unblemished ones were slaughtered in the Temple. Their 
blood was sprinkled on the altar, and the meat was given 
to the priests to eat. Blemished animals were given directly 
to the priests to eat. After the destruction of the Temple, all 
firstborn animals were given to the priests, but the animals 
were permitted to be eaten only if they were blemished. 
Since the priests had to take care of the animals but were not 
allowed to benefit from them until they became blemished, 
priests were sometimes suspected of intentionally causing 
the animals to become blemished. 


HALAKHA 


Cooling off on Yom Kippur - wya OV poy: The prohi- 
bition of bathing on Yom Kippur does not include alternative 
ways of cooling off. One is therefore allowed to cool off using 
empty vessels, fruits, and babies. Cooling off using damp clay 
is prohibited, if the clay is wet enough to make something 
else wet by touching it. Furthermore, using a vessel that has 
water in it is prohibited, since it may spill and lead to bathing. 
It is prohibited to soak a cloth in water the day before and 
use it to cool off, since one may come to wring it out on Yom 
Kippur (Rema). However, if the cloth is dry and was already 
used the day before, one may wipe one's eyes with it on Yom 
Kippur (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 613:9). 


Cooling off with a cloth on the Ninth of Av — nnaviaa pay 
axa mywna: The day before the Ninth of Av, one may soak a 
cloth i in water and remove it from the water before the fast 
begins, in order to wipe oneself with it and cool off the next 
day (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 554714). 


Permitting firstborn animals — nivi5a nun: A priest is 
not trusted to rule that a firstborn in his possession became 
blemished. Others, however, even a relative or another priest, 
are trusted to give such testimony (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 314:3). 
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BACKGROUND 


Was given to the house of the Nasi — rb ond Iman 
mwa: Based on the Sages who were involved in this 
discussion, it seems that it took place during the period 
of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia, the grandson of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. In those generations, the leadership position was 
an honor inherited by the descendants of Hillel the Elder. 
However, most of the Nesi’im were not prominent Torah 
scholars; they served primarily as liaisons with the Ro- 
mans and the true religious leaders were the heads of the 
yeshivot. Despite this, in order to give honor to their an- 
cestors and to maintain the honor of the office of the Nasi, 
the Nasi was given honorary tasks such as granting the 
Sages the authority to rule in certain matters of halakha. 

The testimony of Rabbi Tzadok ben Haluka addressed 
the comparative status of Rabbi Yosei ben Zimra and 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, both of whom lived two genera- 
tions earlier. Although Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was one of 
the greatest scholars of his time, Rabbi Yosei ben Zimra 
was considered to be greater than him both in years and 
in wisdom. Nevertheless, he asked permission from Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. 


Perek VIII 
Daf 78 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 


Cork - nyw: It seems that the cork mentioned here is the 
bark of the cork tree, from which corks are made nowa- 
days. Though this tree naturally grows in the western 
basin of the Mediterranean Sea, it was brought to Israel 
and nearby countries as early as the time of the Gemara. 
The custom was to use cork on the soles of sandals. 


HALAKHA 

Wearing shoes on Yom Kippur — opa Suen nyy 
Da7: It is prohibited to wear sandals or shoes made 
from leather on Yom Kippur, even if they are only covered 
in leather. However, shoes made of straw, cloth, or any 
other type of material are permitted. Some authorities 
prohibit shoes made from other materials if one does not 
feel afflicted by wearing them, but most authorities dis- 
agree with that ruling (see Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 614:2). The usual custom is to be lenient. 


Wearing shoes on a communal fast - buon nby 
{vay Dayna: Wearing leather shoes is prohibited on the 
Ninth of Av. If the shoes are made from cloth or other 
materials, they are permitted, as stated in the Gemara 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 554:16). The same halakha 
applies to any communal fast day decreed when there 
is drought. However, nowadays there are no longer such 
communal fast days. 
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The Gemara asks: What are they asking? What is the basis of the 

question? The Gemara explains: This is what they are asking, like 

this statement of Rav Idi bar Avin, who said: This matter, the 

authority of the Nasi to grant permission, was given to the house 

of the Nas?’ to raise its stature. Therefore, must permission be 

received, since the request itself honors the Nasi? Or, perhaps 

because the individual in question is an Elder who sits and stud- 
ies Torah in a yeshiva, there is no need. Rav Tzadok ben Haluka 

rose to his feet and said: I saw Rabbi Yosei ben Zimra, who was 

an Elder who sat in the yeshiva and who stood before the grand- 
father of this current Nasi, ask permission from him to permit 

firstborn animals. 


Rabbi Abba said to him: The way you described it was not how 
the incident was. Rather this was the incident: Rabbi Yosei ben 

Zimra was a priest, and he raised the following dilemma: Is the 

halakha in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who 

said: One who is suspect in a certain area may not judge it and 

may not testify about it? Priests are suspected of inflicting blem- 
ishes on firstborn animals because after the destruction of the 

Temple, even priests may not benefit from a firstborn animal until 

it becomes blemished. The question was not one of seeking per- 
mission from the Nasi, but it was a question of halakha. Are priests 

who are Torah scholars also suspected of inflicting blemishes? Or 
perhaps the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel, who said: One who is suspect is be- 
lieved about his fellow but is not believed about himself. He 

resolved the question for him: The halakha is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. 


§ They raised another dilemma before them, the same Sages 
mentioned: What is the halakha with regard to going out in 
sandals made of 


cork® on Yom Kippur?" Is it considered a shoe, and therefore it 
may not be worn on Yom Kippur, or not? Rabbi Yitzhak bar 
Nahmani stood on his feet to testify and said: I saw that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi went out on Yom Kippur in cork sandals, 
and I said to him: What is the law on a communal fast" that is 
decreed in a time of drought, when shoes are similarly prohibited? 
Are reed sandals permitted? He said to me: It is no different, and 
such sandals are permitted even on a communal fast day. Rabba 
bar bar Hana said: I saw Rabbi Elazar from Nineveh go out in 
cork sandals on a communal fast day, and I said to him: What 
is the law on Yom Kippur? He said to me: It is no different, and 
it is permitted. The Gemara reports: Rav Yehuda went out on 
Yom Kippur in reed sandals. Abaye went out in sandals made of 
palm fiber. Rava went out in sandals braided with reeds. None 
of these sandals are considered to be shoes. Rabba bar Rav Huna 
wrapped a scarf around his feet and went out. 


Yom Kippur and a communal fast — Way myn wY DWP: 
There are separate reasons to be stringent on each of these days. 
One must suffer on a communal fast, and therefore certain afflic- 
tions are required. However, the wearing of shoes is permitted. It 


NOTES 


is prohibited specifically on Yom Kippur because of a scriptural 
allusion. On the other hand, since the wearing of shoes on Yom 
Kippur is based on a scriptural allusion perhaps it includes even 
non-leather shoes (Siah Yitzhak). 
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Rami bar Hama raised an objection: We learned that an amputee 
may go out with his wooden prosthetic leg on Shabbat," since it 
is like a shoe; these are the words of Rabbi Meir. But Rabbi Yosei 
prohibits it. And a baraita was taught in that regard as an adden- 
dum to that mishna: And they agree that it is prohibited to go 
out wearing it on Yom Kippur." As this indicates that even wooden 
shoes are prohibited, the materials worn by the aforementioned 
amora’im should also be prohibited. Abaye said: There, in the case 
of Yom Kippur, it is prohibited because there are rags in the prosthe- 
sis. The prohibition is not due to the shoes but due to the pleasure 
of the comfort, which is prohibited on Yom Kippur. 


Rava said to him: And if the prosthetic leg is not a garment, mean- 
ing that it is not a shoe, do the rags make it into a garment? Only 
shoes are forbidden, not other garments. And furthermore, any 
other kind of pleasure that is not the pleasure of wearing shoes, is 
it prohibited on Yom Kippur? Only certain afflictions are man- 
dated on Yom Kippur; activities that are not specifically restricted 
by those afflictions are permitted. And Rabba bar Rav Huna would 
wrap ascarf on his feet and go out, demonstrating that the comfort 
provided by rags is permitted on Yom Kippur. Furthermore, the 
continuation of the baraita contradicts your explanation that the 
prohibition is due to the comfort provided by the rags. From the fact 
that it teaches in the latter clause: If the prosthetic leg has a recep- 
tacle designed for rags it is susceptible to ritual impurity like all 
wooden utensils which have receptacles," it may be inferred that in 
the first clause we are not dealing with a prosthetic leg that has a 
hollow space designed for rags. Abaye’s position is thereby rejected. 


Rather, Rava said: Actually, according to everyone, a prosthetic 
leg is considered to be a shoe, and with regard to Shabbat this is 
what they disagree about: One Sage, Rabbi Yosei holds that we 
decree a prohibition of wearing a prosthetic leg on Shabbat lest the 
leg slip off and one come to carry it four cubits in the public do- 
main; and one Sage, Rabbi Meir, holds that we do not decree such 
arule. 


§ The Sages taught: Young children" are permitted to perform all 
of the prohibited activities on Yom Kippur,” except for wearing 
shoes. The Gemara asks: What is different about wearing shoes? It 
is because observers who see a child wearing shoes will say that 
adults did this for him, i.e., put them on for him, since he cannot do 
it for himself. But if that is the reason, with regard to those other 
prohibitions also, like bathing and smearing oil, they will say that 
adults did this for him, and children should be prohibited from 
those activities as well. The Gemara explains: With regard to bathing 
and smearing oil, they could say that they did this for him yesterday, 
since one cannot be certain when the child was bathed. 


The Gemara asks: If so, we could say this with regard to shoes as well. 
They could say that they did this for him yesterday. The Gemara 
answers: In the case of shoes, it is impossible to say an adult did it 
for him yesterday, since the child would not have worn shoes at 
night. As Shmuel said: He who desires a taste of death should put 
on shoes and go to sleep. 


The Gemara asks: But the mishna is teaching that they are permit- 
ted to wear shoes ab initio. If so, it is permitted for an adult to per- 
form these acts for a child even on the day of Yom Kippur, and the 
observer will not think that the adult has done anything wrong. 
Rather, we must explain the mishna as follows: The Sages decreed 
against performing those actions that are not necessary for the 
child’s growth, but the Sages did not decree against performing 
those actions that are necessary for the child’s growth. As Abaye 
said: My mother told me:’ A child’s growth requires hot water and 
oil for smearing. When he grows a little, he must eat egg with 
kutaha,’a pickled dip made with milk. When he grows a little more, 
he must have vessels to break, since he will enjoy breaking them. 
This is like Rabba who bought cracked ceramic vessels" for his 
children, and they broke them for their enjoyment. 


HALAKHA 
A prosthetic leg on Shabbat - nawa yw 3p: Since a 
prosthetic leg is used just to provide the appearance of a 
leg, it is prohibited to walk into the public domain wearing 
one on Shabbat, lest it fall off and be carried. This follows 
Rabbi Yosei’s opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:15). 


A prosthetic leg on Yom Kippur - 11537 Da YOYPT AD: 
If a prosthetic leg is covered in leather it is considered 
a type of shoe, and it may not be worn on Yom Kippur 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 614:2). 


Young children on Yom Kippur — D537 D3 Nipivn: 
Young children are permitted to eat, drink, bathe, and 
smear oil on Yom Kippur; but they are not allowed to wear 
leather shoes, as a single day without wearing shoes will 
not cause children to suffer unduly. This ruling applies only 
to a child old enough to understand the mitzvot some- 
what; a very young child may wear shoes. During times 
when children are not bathed or smeared with oil every day, 
it is appropriate to refrain from these activities on Yom Kip- 
pur (see Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6161). 


NOTES 

The prosthetic leg is impure - sav apm: According to the 
halakhot of ritual purity and impurity, raw materials other 
than food and drink can become impure only if they are 
fashioned into vessels. Depending on the material, there 
is a range of definitions as to what constitutes a vessel in 
this area of law. For example, wooden utensils can be- 
come impure only if they have a hollow space in them; 
completely flat objects cannot be impure. Consequently, 
a prosthetic leg with a hollow space into which rags are 
placed is subject to impurity. 


Young children are permitted to perform all of them - 
ta puma nipin: There are different opinions within the 

halakha with regard to young children. Children who have 

not reached the age of maturity are not obligated to fulfill 

mitzvot by Torah law. However, even before children reach 

this age, they must be educated by their parents, little by 

little, to follow halakha. Even so, there is no obligation to 

force very young children to keep the mitzvot. 

In some situations, it is prohibited for adults to directly 
enable children to violate the halakha. For example, a par- 
ent may not directly feed a child non-kosher food. With 
regard to Yom Kippur, there is a question as to whether 
parents are permitted to do things for their children that 
they may not do for themselves. Since there is a fear of 
endangering the child through abstinence, the Gemara 
concludes that not only are children permitted to eat and 
drink, but that adults must make sure that they do so. 


Cracked ceramic vessels — 13 2x12: Rabba's statement 
teaches about the prohibition against wanton destruc- 
tion. Rabba bought his children pieces of broken pottery 
to smash rather than allowing them to break whole and 
usable utensils. 


PERSONALITIES 

My mother told me - ox b TX: Abaye quotes the wis- 
dom of his mother throughout ‘the Gemara. However, this 
woman was not his biological mother, since it is known 
that she died during his birth. It seems that the woman 
he called mother was the wife of his uncle, Rabba bar 
Nahmani, who raised him. Abaye cites much of her advice 
for daily life and rearing children. 


BACKGROUND 


Kutaha — xma: In Hebrew this is kutah, a dip used in 
Babylonia. It was made mostly from bread crumbs and sour 
milk, with additional spices sprinkled in. 
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NOTES 

Who is the tanna of the mishna — 31 pwan: This question 
should not be understood as the usual attempt to clarify 
which Sage composed a specific mishna, since here Rabbi 
Eliezer is clearly identified as the author of the mishna. Rather, 
the issue here is whether all the views in the mishna with 
regard to the king, bride, and new mother are the opinion of 
only Rabbi Eliezer, or whether the Rabbis agree with Rabbi 
Eliezer in the first two cases. The Gemara therefore brings 
proof from the baraita that all three cases are the opinion 
only of Rabbi Eliezer and that the Rabbis argue with him 
on each issue (Siah Yitzhak). Furthermore, although the 
mishna is clearly the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, the Gemara 
clarifies that it also is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Hananya ben Teradyon. 


The king in his beauty - #51 bn: It is a positive mitzva 
to instate a king who holds the people in awe. If the king's 
appearance is not impressive, this will detract from the fear 
he can instill in his subjects (Sefer HaHashlama). 


HALAKHA 


We do not prevent the bride from wearing perfumes — jx 
n27 powan pyan: A single woman may not adorn herself 
during her entire period of mourning, but a married woman 
is prohibited from adorning herself only during the first sev- 
en days of mourning. A bride who lost a close relative within 
thirty days of her wedding may adorn herself even during 
the first seven days of mourning. This follows the opinion of 
the Rosh, as stated in his commentary on tractate Ketubot 
(Beer Hagola; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 381:6). 


Due to the danger of scorpions - 371p% n329 Nana: One is 
permitted to wear shoes to protect himself from scorpions 
or similar dangers and even to avoid getting dirty from mud 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 614:4, and in the comment of 
the Rema). 


Perek VIII 
Daf79 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Volume of a date-bulk - nania "yw: A date-bulk is slightly 
less than an egg-bulk. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Ashi, that a large date-bulk is equivalent to 
the volume of a large date including its pit (see Bah; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:1). 
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§ We learned in the mishna that according to Rabbi Eliezer, the 
king and the bride may wash their faces on Yom Kippur. The 
Gemara asks: Who is the tanna of the mishna?’ The Gemara 
answers: It is the opinion of Rabbi Hananya ben Teradyon, as 
it was taught in a baraita: The king and the bride may not wash 
their faces on Yom Kippur. Rabbi Hananya ben Teradyon says 
in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: A king and a bride may wash 
their faces. The Rabbis said: A new mother may not wear 
shoes on Yom Kippur. Rabbi Hananya ben Teradyon says in 
the name of Rabbi Eliezer: A new mother may wear shoes. 


The Gemara asks: According to Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, what 
is the reason that the king may wear shoes? Because it is writ- 
ten: “Your eyes shall see the king in his beauty” (Isaiah 33:17). 
A king should always look regal before his nation. What is the 
reason that a bride may wash her face? So that she should not 
appear repulsive to her husband. Since it is only the beginning 
of their marriage, her husband may be disgusted at seeing her 
otherwise. Rav said to Rabbi Hiyya: For how long after her 
wedding is a woman considered a bride? He said to him: As it 
was taught in a baraita: If she becomes a mourner, we do not 
prevent the bride from wearing perfumes" during the entire 
first thirty days of her marriage. This shows that for the first 
thirty days, her appearance is most critical. 


Anew mother may wear shoes. What is the reason for this? Due 
to the cold there is concern that she will become ill, as she is 
weak from the birth. 


Shmuel said: If a man is worried about walking barefoot on 
Yom Kippur due to the danger of scorpions," he is permitted 
to wear shoes, since one need not put himself in danger. 


§ We learned in the mishna: On Yom Kippur, one who eats 
food the volume of a large date is liable. Rav Pappa asked: 


The large date-bulk" that they said is the measure that deter- 
mines liability for eating on Yom Kippur, does this refer to the 
volume ofa large date with its pit or without its pit?" Rav Ashi 
asked a similar question: The mishna that states that a bone that 
is a barley-grain-bulk imparts ritual impurity, does this refer to 
the volume of a barley grain with its husk or without its husk? 
And is that referring to a wet kernel or a dry one? The Gemara 
clarifies: Rav Ashi did not ask the question that Rav Pappa 
asked, regarding the size of the date-bulk on Yom Kippur be- 
cause the answer was clear to him. Since it is stated in the mish- 
na: Large, it means as large as possible, which must include the 
pit. Conversely, Rav Pappa did not ask the question that Rav 
Ashi asked regarding the size of the barley-grain-bulk because 
the answer was clear to him. Wet barley is called shibbolet and 
not barley; without its shell it is no longer called barley but is 
called ushla. Therefore, the mishna must be referring to dry 
barley within its shell. 


Volume of a large date and the volume of its pit - sw 
ANY Wy TaT NAM: Tosafot ask why the Gemara poses 
this question when the mishna explicitly states that the pit is 
included. The commentator explains that the conjunctive vav, 
translated here as the word and, might actually mean or, so that 
the mishna does not read: The date and its pit, but rather: The 
date or its pit. In other words, the volume is the amount of food 


NOTES 
equal to a large date or its pit, which are roughly the same size. 
Rav Nissim Gaon, cited in the Arukh, explains this differently: 
Since a date has three parts, the fruit, the pit, and the space 
between them, the Gemara is asking whether just the fruit and 
the pit are measured, or whether the space between them is 
included as well. This issue is also discussed in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, but a different conclusion is reached there (see Bah). 
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Rava said that Rav Yehuda said: The volume of a large date 

that they said is larger than an egg-bulk. The Sages have an 

accepted tradition that with this amount of food, the mind of 
the one who eats is settled," and he is not afflicted. Less than 

this amount, the mind is not settled. The Gemara raises an 

objection from what we have learned: An incident happened 

on the festival of Sukkot. They brought a cooked dish to Rab- 
ban Yohanan ben Zakkai to taste, and they brought to Rabban 

Gamliel two dates and a tankard® of water. Rabban Yohanan 

ben Zakkai and Rabban Gamliel said to them: Bring them up 

to the sukka, and we will eat there. And a baraita was taught in 

that regard: They did not act this way because that is the hal- 
akha, that such food must be eaten in the sukka. Rather, they 
wished to be stringent upon themselves and not eat anything 
outside of the sukka. 


On the other hand, the Gemara reports: And when they gave 
Rabbi Tzadok" food that was less than an egg-bulk to eat, he 
held it in a cloth" and did not wash his hands. And he ate 
it outside of the sukka and did not recite Grace after Meals 
afterward. 


The Gemara clarifies: Food that has the volume of an egg-bulk 
is required to be eaten in a sukka." If it should enter your mind 
to say that the volume of the large date that they spoke of is 
larger than the volume of an egg-bulk, there is a contradiction. 
Now, comparing the two episodes, it seems that two dates 
without their pits are not the volume of an egg. If so, can the 
volume of a large date and its pit be greater than that of an 
egg-bulk? Rav Yirmeya said: Yes, although two dates without 
their pits are not equal to an egg-bulk, the volume of a large 
date and its pit are larger than an egg-bulk, since date pits are 
very large. Rav Pappa said: This explains the folk saying that 
people say: In two kav of dates there is one kav and more of 
pits, meaning that the volume of the pit is larger than that of the 
fruit itself. 


Rava said: This entire line of questioning has no basis: There, 
in the incident of the sukka, this is the reasoning that the hala- 
kha permits eating the dates outside of the sukka, due to the fact 
that dates are fruit, and fruit need not be eaten in a sukka" but 
may be eaten outside of a sukka. The Gemara raises an objec- 
tion. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: When we would learn Torah 
with Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua, they brought before us figs 
and grapes, and we ate them as a casual meal outside of the 
sukka. The Gemara analyzes this: This implies that in the case 
of a casual meal, yes, it may be eaten outside of a sukka; but a 
fixed meal may not be eaten outside of a sukka. Therefore, a 
meal consisting of fruit must be eaten in a sukka. The Gemara 
rejects this: That is the wrong inference. Instead, say we ate 
them as if they were a casual meal, which may be eaten outside 
of the sukka, meaning that eating fruit is always considered a 
snack. 


If you wish, say instead that it can be understood in this way: 
We ate that fruit as a fixed meal, and we ate bread as a casual 
meal with the fruit, to temper their sweetness, outside of the 


sukka. 


NOTES 
With this amount the mind is settled — nyt Kama D737: 
Although the Torah’s measures are halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai, the Gemara here suggests that the halakha only taught 
that there were different measures, and that it was up to the Sages 
to define the size of each measure. Therefore, the Gemara seeks a 
reason for this measure (Davar Belto). 


The incident of Rabbi Tzadok — pity a1 mwy: This incident was 
brought to show the other side of these halakhot. Just as some 
Sages wished to show how stringent they were, Rabbi Tzadok 
wished to illustrate the decree to which the law could be lenient 
in certain circumstances. 


He held it in a cloth - nana tvs: Rashi explains that Rabbi Tzadok 
did not want to touch the food with his hands due to his great 
sensitivity. Tosafot, however, explain that he ate food only if he 
was pure enough to eat teruma. In order not to become impure, 
he avoided touching food with his hands. 


BACKGROUND 
Tankard [deli] - om: Although the word deli usually means pail, it 
seems there was also a smaller utensil with the same name, that 
may have been used to draw water from larger vessels in the 
house. It was also used as a large mug for drinking. 


NOTES 


The volume of an egg-bulk is required to be eaten in a sukka — 
TDD Y3 WI NT: In tractate Sukka, this reasoning is refuted, 
although it seems that the argument cited there is forced. This 
Gemara is more logical (Tosafot Yeshanim; Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 


Fruit need not be eaten in a sukka - "31D Iya xb 99: One should 
eat and drink in the sukka all seven days of the holiday. However, 
it is permitted to snack outside of a sukka. For bread to be con- 
sidered a snack, it must be less than the volume of an egg-bulk. 
It is permitted to drink and to eat fruit outside of a sukka, but it 
is praiseworthy to be stringent and eat all food inside the sukka 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:2). 
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The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this baraita supports Rava. It 
teaches: Therefore, if one completed consuming the amount that 
one is required to eat in the sukka with types of sweets," he has 
fulfilled his obligation of sitting in the sukka. Ifit should enter your 
mind to say that fruit is required to be eaten in a sukka, then it 
should not say sweets; let it teach fruit. The Gemara rejects this 
proof: What do the words types of sweets mean? It means fruit. 
Therefore, this baraita is not a support for Rava’s opinion. And if 
you wish, say that this baraita is referring to a place where fruits 
are uncommon, and therefore other sweet foods are eaten, but fruit 
can similarly complete the requirement. Consequently, no support 
can be brought from here. 


Until now, the Gemara has assumed that the volume of a large date 
is more than that of an egg. Rav Zevid disagreed with what was 
mentioned earlier and said: This is not so. Rather, the volume of a 
large date that they spoke of is less than an egg-bulk, as we 
learned in a mishna: Beit Shammai say: With regard to leaven, the 
sourdough used to make dough rise, ownership of the volume of 
an olive-bulk violates the prohibitions in the following verses stat- 
ed regarding Passover: “And no leavened bread shall be seen with 
you” (Exodus 13:7) and “Seven days shall there be no leaven found 
in your houses” (Exodus 12:19). However, the amount of leavened 
bread" that must be owned to violate the prohibition is the volume 
of a large date. 


The Gemara continues. And we discussed it: What is the reason 
for the opinion of Beit Shammai? If both leaven and leavened bread 
had the same measure that determines liability, let the Merciful 
One write only: “Leavened bread,’ and He would not need to 
write: “Leaven.” I would say, based on logic: If leavened bread, 
whose leavening ability is not as strong, is prohibited at an olive- 
bulk, all the more so should not leaven, whose leavening ability 
is strong because it causes dough to rise, be also prohibited at an 
olive-bulk? Since the Merciful One distinguishes between them 
and states both “leaven” and “leavened bread,” this taught you that 
the measure for one is not the same as the measure for the other. 
The measure that determines liability for leaven is an olive-bulk, 
like in the case of most prohibitions from the Torah, and the mea- 
sure that determines liability for leavened bread, whose leavening 
ability is weaker, is the volume of a large date. 


The Gemara clarifies: And ifit should enter your mind to say: The 

volume of the large date that they spoke of is greater than an egg- 
bulk, since Beit Shammai are searching for the measure one size 

larger than an olive-bulk," as they proved that leavened bread must 

have a larger measure than an olive-bulk, and if the measure one size 

larger than an olive-bulkis an egg-bulk, then let them teach an egg- 
bulk and not a date. Alternatively, if they are exactly the same 

volume, and the volume of a large date has the same volume as an 

egg-bulk, they should have taught an egg-bulk, which is the more 

commonly used measure. Rather, must one not conclude from 

here that the volume of a large date is less than an egg-bulk? 


NOTES 


Sweet foods, fruit — niv5 Kaaya 1: It seems that the Ge- size of an olive-bulk of either leaven or leavened bread. Rather, 


mara maintains that the word fruit here is referring only to the 
seven species for which Eretz Yisrael is praised. According to 
this explanation, the Gemara’s claim that in some places fruit 
is uncommon is better understood, since, although some fruit 
is found everywhere, these seven species are not universally 
available (Tosefot Rid). 


Leaven and leavened bread — yam vist: The Gemara where 
this discussion originally appears gives a reason for Beit Hillel's 
approach. It raises an argument against Beit Shammai’s opinion 
that the prohibited volume of leaven should be smaller than 
the prohibited volume of leavened bread: Leaven is not edible 
but leavened bread is. However, the discussion here is not about 
the prohibition of consuming these foods on Passover, since 
according to both opinions one is liable for consuming the 


the subject here is the following prohibition: It shall not be 
seen and it shall not be found. Therefore, the Gemara states 
that leaven, which has greater leavening ability than leavened 
bread, should have a smaller measure that determines liability 
(Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 


The measure one size larger than an olive-bulk - Kyy 
nA WaT: Josafot point out that the Torah uses another 
measure, a dried fig-bulk, which is between the volume an 
olive-bulk and a large date. Nevertheless, a dried fig-bulk is not 
a measure used with regard to prohibitions of eating. There- 
fore, the Gemara sought a measure most similar to that of an 
olive-bulk, either an egg-bulk, which is the amount required for 
satisfaction, or the volume of a large date, which is the amount 
required to settle one’s mind (see Tosafot Yeshanim). 
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The Gemara rejects this: From where is your proof? Perhaps 
I could actually say to you that the measure of the volume of 
a large date that they said is larger than an egg-bulk; how- 
ever, the volume of a date of normal size is the same as an 
egg-bulk, and Beit Shammai were referring to a normal-sized 
date. Alternatively, say that the volume of a large date and 
an egg-bulk are equal, and the mishna chose to use one of 
them." Either way, there is no proof from here that the volume 
ofa large date is greater than an egg-bulk. 


Rather, it cannot be proven from here. Proof can be found 
from here: How much must one eat to obligate those with 
whom he ate in an invitation [zimmun]" for Grace After 
Meals? An olive-bulk of food suffices to obligate those with 
whom they ate in a zimmun; these are the words of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: An egg-bulk is the minimum measure to 
obligate those with whom they ate in a zimmun." The Gemara 
clarifies: With regard to what do they disagree? Rabbi Meir 
holds that the verse “And you shall eat and be satisfied and bless 
the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 8:10) should be under- 
stood as follows: “And you shall eat”; this is referring to eating. 
“And be satisfied”; this is referring to drinking. The definition 
of eating throughout the Torah is consuming an olive-bulk. 
Rabbi Yehuda holds: “And you shall eat and be satisfied” is 
referring to eating that causes satisfaction, and what is that? 
The volume of an egg-bulk. Less than that amount of food is 
not satisfying. 


And if it should enter your mind to say that the volume of the 
large date that they spoke of is larger than an egg-bulk, the 
following question can be asked: Now that we have said that 
the volume of an egg-bulk satisfies, can we say that it does not 
settle the mind, and thereby remove the affliction of Yom Kip- 
pur? Rather, must one not conclude from this that the vol- 
ume of a large date that they said is less than the size of an 
egg-bulk? Eating the larger amount of an egg-bulk satisfies a 
person, but eating the volume of a large date only settles his 
mind. 


It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 


All the measures in the Torah connected to eating are the 

volume of an olive-bulk," except for the amount of food that 
renders objects impure, because the verse changed its expres- 
sion in this case, and the Sages altered the measure accord- 
ingly. The proof of this, that the Sages gave it a different mea- 
sure because the verse used different language for it, is from 

Yom Kippur. Also in the case of Yom Kippur the Sages assigned 

a different measure because the verse used a different phrase. 
The Gemara asks: How did the Sages learn that the verse 

changed its expression? They learned from: “Any soul which 

shall not be afflicted” (Leviticus 23:29). The verse does not 
state: Any soul that shall eat, but rather: “Any soul which shall 

not be afflicted.” How did the Sages change its measure? One 

does not violate the prohibition unless he has eaten the volume 

ofa large date-bulk, as opposed to the usual olive-bulk. 


NOTES 


The Sages altered the measure — fHywa ODN ww: The 
commentaries discuss (see Tosefet Yom HaKippurim) the ter- 
minology employed here, which gives the impression that 
the Sages determined the size of measures. That approach 
seems to contradict a statement of the Gemara later in the 
discussion that all measures are halakha transmitted to 


Moses from Sinai. One resolution suggests that the mea- 
sures themselves, e.g., an olive-bulk and an egg-bulk, were 
given to Moses at Sinai, but they were not linked to specific 
transgressions. It was the Sages who defined which mea- 
sure is appropriate for which transgression (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch 
Chajes). 


NOTES 


They are equal and the mishna chose one of them - °3 
DPI I MIM TDI TTA: The measure of a date was chosen, 
although it is equal to the more standard measure of an egg- 
bulk, because the first measure that determines liability, an 
olive-bulk for the prohibition of leaven, was based on one of 
the seven fruits of the land. The second measure that deter- 
mines liability, for leavened bread, should be as well (Tosefet 
Yom HaKippurim). 


An olive-bulk...an egg-bulk - 7%¥33 19 n43 TY: It seems that 
both approaches are referring to the rabbinic requirement to 
recite Grace after Meals. The Torah obligation applies only to 
one who has eaten and is full; however, the Sages established 
different, specific measures for eating and for satisfaction (To- 
safot Yeshanim). 


HALAKHA 
The measure of food that requires a zimmun — pan) Ty: 
One who eats less than the volume of an olive-bulk may not 
join a zimmun (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 196:4). 


HALAKHA 

All the measures are the volume of an olive-bulk — bs 
maa th puywi: The measure for all prohibited foods in 
the Torah is the bulk of a medium-sized olive. This applies to 
transgressions punishable by lashes, karet, and death at the 
hand of Heaven. Excluded, however, are those cases where 
the verse employs unusual language (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:1). 
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NOTES 


And what does the baraita mean when it says a proof for 
this - aah MT a: One commentator suggests that the 
erm: Proof for this, indicates that the proof is not so clear, but 
hat there is support for the approach. Therefore, the Gemara 
asks why the proof is insufficient. The response is that the Yom 
ippur text is a weak proof, since the language used there is 
otally different. Eating is not mentioned there at all. This is not 
so with regard to impure foods (Rabbi Elyakim). 


Ben pekua — 7¥3p5 3: All organs of a slaughtered animal may 
be eaten. Given this, if a pregnant animal is slaughtered and 
a live fetus is found in its womb, the fetus is called a child of 
an animal who was ripped open [ben pekua], and it has the 
status of the mother’s organs. Even if it is a viable animal and 
continues to live normally, it is considered already slaughtered 
based on its mother. It does not require an additional slaughter- 
ing to be eaten. 


Requires cutting — yp pyy: One explanation of this phrase 
is that the ben pekua is alive, and the required cutting refers 
to slitting the throat of the animal, meaning that it must be 
killed before it can be eaten. Alternatively, the Gemara may be 
referring to a ben pekua that is already dead, and the cutting 
required is in order to prepare it for consumption, since nobody 
would eat it as it is (Rav Shmuel Strashun; see Ohel Moshe). 


One who repents due to his awareness — inym awit: An 
example of this is one who habitually violates a particular 
halakha intentionally, but one time he transgressed unwit- 
tingly. When he later wishes to repent he is not obligated to 
bring an offering for his unwitting transgression. This is due 
to the fact that, at the time that he transgressed unwittingly, 
even had he become aware of his transgression he would not 
have repented. The baraita derives from the verse (Leviticus 
4:27) that in such a case one does not bring an offering for the 
unwitting transgression. 


HALAKHA 


Impure foods the volume of an egg-bulk — paix mx 
1x33: Food of any size can become impure, but to trans- 
fer ritual impurity to something else it must be the bulk of 
an egg without its shell. This ruling is in accordance with the 
Gemara here and in tractate Eiruvin (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:1 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara asks: And what does the baraita mean when it 
says: A proof for this" is from Yom Kippur? Why is the verse 
pertaining to ritual impurity not sufficient to show that the 
Sages changed the measure based on the different words in 
the verse? The Gemara answers: If we learned it only from 
there, the case of impurity, I would have said that that is the 
style of the verse, and no halakha can be derived from it. 
Therefore, the verse pertaining to Yom Kippur teaches that 
whenever a verse deviates from the usual language, it implies 
a change in the halakha as well. 


Q The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the mea- 
sure for impure foods is the volume of an egg-bulk?" Rabbi 
Abbahu said that Rabbi Elazar said that the verse states: “Of 
all food [okhel] which may be eaten [ye’akhel], on which 
water comes shall be ritually impure” (Leviticus 11:34). The 
double usage of the root akhal teaches that the ritual impu- 
rity of food applies even to the amount which can be de- 
scribed as food that comes on account of food, i.e., food that 
comes from another food. And which food is that? A chick- 
en egg. The Gemara asks: And say it is referring to a kid, 
which comes from a mother goat, and is therefore also food 
that comes from another food. The Gemara answers: It lacks 
ritual slaughter. The young goat is not yet food, since it is not 
edible until it has been slaughtered. The Gemara asks further: 
And say it is referring to a ben pekua." Since the slaughter of 
its mother made it fit to eat, the fetus itself need not be slaugh- 
tered, even if it survives and continues to live independently 
of its mother. The Gemara answers: The calf still requires 
cutting," since it cannot be eaten live, but it does not require 
ritual slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: Even if we claim that the measure for im- 
pure foods is an egg-bulk, one could say it is referring to the 
giant egg-bulk of the bird called bar yokhani. The Gemara 
answers: If you grasped many, you did not grasp anything; 
if you grasped few, you grasped something. This means that 
in a case of doubt, take the smaller number, as it is included 
in the larger number. Therefore, the correct measure is the 
volume of a chicken egg. The Gemara questions this: If so, say 
it is referring to a very small bird’s egg. Consequently, no 
proof can be brought from the verse that the volume of a 
chicken egg is the measure for ritual impurity. 


Rabbi Abbahu himself said: The verse states: “Of all food 
which may be eaten.” This is referring to food that you can 
eat at one time. The Sages estimated: The esophagus cannot 
hold more than the volume of a chicken’s egg, and therefore 
this is the measure used for the ritual impurity of foods. 


Incidental to the discussion on Torah measures, Rabbi Elazar 
said: One who unwittingly eats forbidden fat even today 
must write down the exact measure that he ate, lest another 
court come in the future and increase the measure. 


The Gemara asks: What does it mean to increase the mea- 
sure? If we say that a future court will obligate him to bring 

an offering even for the bulk of a small olive, which is less 

than what is considered an olive-bulk today, he would not be 

liable to bring a guilt-offering. Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: It 
was said with regard to guilt-offerings: “And if any one of the 

common people sin through error, in doing any of the things 

which the Lord has commanded not to be done, and be 

guilty” (Leviticus 4:27)? This teaches that one who repents 

due to his awareness," i.e., one who repents following becom- 
ing aware that he performed a transgression, brings an offer- 
ing for his unwitting transgression. 
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However, one who does not repent due to his awareness that 
he sinned does not bring an offering for his unwitting action. 
Similarly, if one eats less than an olive-bulk, based on the current 
measures, he will not be obligated to bring a guilt-offering in the 
future if the measures change, even if the amount that he ate 
equals the volume of a revised olive-bulk. This is because the 
individual would not be bringing his offering because he became 
aware he had sinned, but because the Torah measures had been 
changed. 


Rather, it should be explained as follows: It is possible that in the 
future a court will not obligate one to bring an offering until he 
has eaten the bulk of a large olive, which is more than today’s 
amount. One should write down how much he ate, since in the 
future a court might rule that the amount he ate is less than the 
size of an olive, and therefore he will not be obligated to bring an 
offering." 


The Gemara returns to its first suggestion: According to what 
entered his mind initially, that in the future a court might obli- 
gate him to bring an offering for the bulk of a small olive, what 
is the meaning of increase the measure? Rabbi Elazar should 
have said decrease the measure. The Gemara answers: The state- 
ment may have meant that perhaps there will be an increase in 
offerings that are brought due to the smaller measure for 
liability. 


With regard to this topic, Rabbi Yohanan said: Measures and 
punishments are halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The 
Gemara expresses surprise at this: The punishments for all trans- 
gressions are written explicitly in the Torah, and therefore are 
not part of an oral transmission from Moses. Rather, this is what 
was said: Rabbi Yohanan said: Measures that determine liabil- 
ity for punishments" are halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai. 


The Gemara comments: This was also taught in a baraita: Mea- 
sures of punishments are halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai. Others say: These measures were instituted by the court 
of Jabez." The Gemara questions this: How can this be? Isn’t it 
written: “These are the mitzvot which the Lord commanded 
Moses for the children of Israel at Mount Sinai” (Leviticus 
27:34). The word “these” underscores that a prophet is not per- 
mitted to introduce any new element related to the Torah and 
its mitzvot from here on. Rather, over the course of time, the 
people forgot the measures; subsequently the prophets 
reestablished the measures and taught them to the masses. 


§ We learned in the mishna that one who drinks a cheekful on 
Yom Kippur is liable. Rabbi Yehuda said that Shmuel said: This 
does not mean two cheeks actually full. Rather, the measure 
that determines liability is the volume of liquid if one pushes the 
drink to one side of his mouth, and it appears as though his 
cheek were full. The Gemara questions this: Didn’t we learn in 
the mishna: A cheekful, in the plural form, meaning two cheeks 
full? The Gemara answers: Say: Like two cheeks full in appear- 
ance. If viewed from only one side, one whose cheek is full 
appears as if his entire mouth is full." 


HALAKHA 


The measures for punishments — Dwy yw: All the mea- 
sures assigned to prohibited foods and all measures in the 
Torah are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai, in accor- 
dance with the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:2). 


The measure for the prohibition of drinking on Yom Kippur — 


Da7 Oa TINY TDK TY: One who drinks a cheekful on 
Yom Kippuri is liable. The exact measure depends on the size 
of the person. A cheekful does not refer to filling both sides 
of the mouth, but rather is the amount that gives one the 
appearance of a full mouth when the liquid is pushed to one 
side of the mouth. For an average-sized person, the measure is 
smaller than a quarter-log (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:9). 


NOTES 


One who repents due to his awareness — inym awit: An 
example of this is one who habitually violates a particular 
halakha intentionally, but one time he transgressed unwit- 
tingly. When he later wishes to repent he is not obligated to 
bring an offering for his unwitting transgression. This is due 
to the fact that, at the time that he transgressed unwittingly, 
even had he become aware of his transgression he would not 
have repented. The baraita derives from the verse (Leviticus 
4:27) that in such a case one does not bring an offering for the 
unwitting transgression. 


Repentance and the changing of measures - inym aw 
DoNywT aw: Later commentaries identified two major prob- 
lems with this passage. Firstly, tractate Horayot teaches that 
even if the transgression is based on a mistaken ruling from 
the court, subsequent repentance is nevertheless considered 
to be due to one's awareness. Secondly, according to Rabbi 
Yohanan, even a half-measure is prohibited, in which case 
one would have repented even if there had not been a later 
change of measure. These questions were answered in several 
ways, the primary solution being that one must differentiate 
between a mistake made by the court with regard to a mat- 
ter of law and a court changing measures. With regard to 
the half-measure, the issue of repentance does not apply to 
the bringing of an offering but only to the recognition of sin 
(see Tosefet Yom Hakippurim; Gevurat Ari; Derakhekha Shalom; 
Nimmukei Hayyim). 


The court of Jabez - yay? by jt ma: Jabez is listed in the 
book of Chronicles among the sons of Judah (| Chronicles 2:55, 
4:9-10). From the context, it seems he was among the lead- 
ers of the Jewish people in his generation. Some authorities 
say that Jabez is an alternative name for Othniel ben Kenaz, 
mentioned in the book of Judges (Rashi). The text is referring 
to: “And the families of the scribes that dwelt at Jabez,” which 
suggests this individual led the scribes, who were the sages 
of his time. 
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NOTES = =— 
Acheekful and a quarter-log — ma) wand sbn: See Tosafot. 
According to the Rid, the terminology of the Gemara and logic 
dictate that even filling both cheeks is less than a quarter-/og. 
Therefore, Rav Hoshaya's question does not specifically relate 
to Shmuel’s opinion, but to all the approaches, since even the 
basic meaning of the words of the baraita imply that this is one 
of Beit Shammai’s leniencies. 


Perek VIII 
Daf 80 Amud b 


——— NOTES —_ 
What is different with regard to eating - TY% KIWNA: The 
connection between this question and the previous statement 
is as follows: At first, the Gemara thought that a cheekful is a 
fixed measure, based on the mouth of an average person and 
applying equally to a large and small person. However, once 
the Gemara explained that this measure varies from person 
to person, the question is posed as to why this should be only 
for drinking and not for eating (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim; Siah 
Yitzhak). 


Everyone of average size has his mind greatly settled - dip 
kab xoy: It seems that this does not mean that the mind 
is settled only at the moment of eating. Rather, the food sits 
in one’s stomach, and as such his mind is settled. Therefore, 
even Og, king of Bashan, in whom a small amount of food is 
digested quickly, has a settled mind for a short time (Josefet 
Yom HaKippurim). 
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The Gemara raises an objection to this from a baraita: How much 
does one need to drink on Yom Kippur to be liable? Beit Sham- 
mai say: A quarter-log, and Beit Hillel say: Two cheeks full. 
Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: Like two 
cheeks full in appearance from the side, i.e. a single cheekful. 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: The amount that one can swal- 
low in one gulp. In this baraita, Beit Hillel’s opinion is that the 
measure for drinking on Yom Kippur is a cheekful. This implies 
that a cheekful means an actual cheekful. 


The Gemara expresses surprise: Is the baraita preferable to the 
mishna? Since it was established that the measure in the mishna 
is so that it appears like a cheekful, so too, the baraita can be 
explained as meaning an amount that looks like two cheeks full. 
The Gemara questions further: If so, Beit Hillel require an amount 
that appears like two cheeks full; this is identical with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer, who says: Like two cheeks full. The Gemara 
answers: We could say that the practical difference between them 
is evident in the case of a paltry cheekful, which is not a complete 
mouthful but slightly less. According to Beit Hillel, one is not li- 
able unless he drinks a full cheekful; but according to Rabbi 
Eliezer, one is liable even for a paltry mouthful. 


Rav Hoshaya strongly objects to this understanding: If so, if Beit 
Hillel’s measure is a single cheekful, then this is an instance of Beit 
Shammai’s leniencies and Beit Hillel’s stringencies, since the 
measure ofa quarter-log is larger than a single cheekful." If so, why 
isn’t this debate listed in tractate Eduyyot, which lists all the cases 
where Beit Shammai are more lenient than Beit Hillel? He said 
to him: 


When this question with regard to the measure of liquid was 
asked, it was not asked about an average-sized person, for whom 
a mouthful is smaller than a quarter-/og. Rather, the question was 
asked even about Og, king of Bashan, in which case, it is Beit 
Shammai who are stringent, for Og’s cheekful is much more than 
a quarter-log. 


Rabbi Zeira strongly objects to this halakha with regard to the 
measure for liability for drinking: What is different with regard 
to eating," in that all people have the same measure, the volume 
of a large date; and what is different with regard to drinking, 
where each and every person is liable according to his own 
measure, i.e., every individual’s measure depends on the size of 
his own mouth? Abaye said to him: The Sages have an accepted 
tradition with regard to the volume of the large date, that eating 
this amount settles his mind, but less than this amount does not 
settle his mind. However, with regard to drinking, his mind is 
settled with the amount of his own cheekful, but his mind is not 
settled with the cheekful of his fellow who is smaller than him. 


Rabbi Zeira strongly objects to this for a different reason: Is 
everyone of average size satisfied with eating the volume of a 
large date, and even Og, king of Bashan, is also satisfied with the 
volume of a large date? If not, there should also be relative mea- 
sures for eating. Abaye said to him: The Sages have an accepted 
tradition that this amount settles his mind, but less than this 
amount does not settle his mind. However, everyone of average 
size has his mind greatly settled," whereas Og, king of Bashan, 
has his mind only a little settled. But even so, this measure settles 
the mind of any person and relieves his affliction. 
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Rabbi Zeira strongly objects to this further: If it is on account 
of settling one’s mind, the following question can be raised: If one 
ate fatty meat, his mind would be settled with the volume of a 
large date, but ifhe ate edible grapevine shoots, would his mind 
similarly settled with the volume of a large date? Abaye said to 
him: The Sages have an accepted tradition that with this mea- 
sure one’s mind is settled, but with less than measure his mind 
is not settled. However, with fatty meat, his mind is greatly 
settled; if one ate the same measure of grapevine shoots, his mind 
is only a little settled. 


Rava strongly objects to this: For all prohibitions of eating, the 
measure that determines liability is the volume of an olive-bulk 
consumed within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. All 
forbidden food eaten within that period combines to the measure 
of an olive-bulk. However, one who eats an olive-bulk over a 
longer period is exempt. Yet, on Yom Kippur one who eats the 
volume of a large date, which is a larger measure, is culpable if 
this amount is eaten within the time it would take to eat a half- 
loaf of bread. This appears to be a leniency, since one must eat a 
larger measure in the same time period of time. Why is there not 
a longer period of time for liability on Yom Kippur, to reflect the 
larger measure? Abaye said to him: The Sages have an accepted 
tradition that one who eats within this duration of time, his mind 
is settled; but one who eats within a longer duration of time, his 
mind is not settled, and he remains in a state of affliction. 


Rava strongly objects to this: The measure for liability for eating 
on Yom Kippur is the volume of a large date consumed within 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread; but the measure for 
eating impure foods that render one ritually impure is half of a 
half-loaf, which is two egg-bulks, a much larger volume, and this 
must also be consumed within the time it takes to eat a half-loaf 
of bread" Rav Pappa said to him: Do not raise a challenge from 
here. Leave aside ritual impurity of the body™ contracted 
through consuming impure foods because that is not by Torah 
law but by rabbinic law. The Sages were lenient in this matter. If 
one does not consume that amount of impure food within this 
time period, he is not rendered impure. 


The Gemara challenges this: But did Rav Pappa actually say that 
the rendering of ritual impurity of the body through the consump- 
tion ofimpure foods is by rabbinic law? But he appears to say the 
opposite in another statement: Isn’t it written: “You shall not 
make yourselves detestable with any creeping thing that creeps, 
neither shall you make yourselves impure with them, that you 
should be impure thereby” (Leviticus 11:43). And Rav Pappa 


said: From here, from the Torah’s usage of the word “impure” 


with regard to the prohibition of eating, we learn that ritual im- 
purity of the body is by Torah law. The Gemara answers: Rav 
Pappa did not mean that the law is actually Torah law. The law is 
indeed rabbinic law, and the verse brought as proof is a mere 
support. 


§ We learned in the mishna: All types of foods combine" to form 
a measure of liability with regard to eating on Yom Kippur. Rav 
Pappa said: If one ate meat and the salt that was on it, these 
combine to make the volume of a large date. Although consum- 
ing salt alone is not considered eating, since people do eat meat 
with salt together, they combine into one measure. Similarly, 
Reish Lakish said: Brine on a vegetable combines with the 
vegetable to make the volume of a large date with regard to the 
prohibition of eating on Yom Kippur." The Gemara expresses 
surprise at this: It is obvious. Why should the brine not combine 
with the vegetable, considering that it is itself food? The Gemara 
answers: Lest you say that brine is a beverage, and food and 
drinks do not combine, it teaches us that any item that prepares 
food for eating is considered a food. 


NOTES 


Half of a half-loaf of bread in the time it takes to eat a half- 
loaf - D39 nox 123 DWYN: The first challenge was with 
respect to Yom Kippur. The Gemara answered: Because the 
term affliction is stated, whether or not any given type of eat- 
ing is prohibited depends upon the satisfaction derived from 
it. However, Rava's challenge is with respect to ritual impurity, 
which does not depend upon satisfaction. If so, he asks, why 
did the Sages establish the measure of half of a half-loaf in the 
time it takes to eat a half-loaf (Me’i! Shmuel)? 


Ritual impurity of the body — mnan Nxt: Ritually impure 
foods and beverages render other foods and beverages im- 
pure, but not vessels or people. However, in order to prevent 
people from eating impure food while they drink teruma bev- 
erages, the Sages decreed a measure of food that can transfer 
second-degree ritual impurity to a person. The Sages fixed the 
amount of food that causes this impurity at half of a half-loaf of 
bread (see Tosafot). In tractate Eiruvin, there is a disagreement 
between the tannaiim about the measure of this loaf. 


A vegetable and brine on Yom Kippur — o)1557 Da VY) pY: 
Reish Lakish emphasizes that this rule is for Yom Kippur, when 
the essential factor is settling the mind. With regard to other 
forbidden foods in other contexts, brine has the status of a 
drink and does not combine (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 


HALAKHA 
Ritual impurity of the body — 7113 nx: The Sages decreed 
that one who ingests impure food or drink contracts impurity 
to the second degree and must immerse himself to be puri- 
fied (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:10). 


All foods combine - point ba: All types of food combine to 
reach the measure of a large date, including salt with meat and 
brine with a vegetable. Anything that prepares food has the 
status of food. Food and drink do not combine with each other. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa and 
Reish Lakish (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:2). 
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NOTES §=————————_- 
Eats in an excessive manner - 1p} TY baix: Tosafot Ye- 
shanim point out that there are several levels of excessive 
eating. There is excessive eating in which one keeps eating 
when he is already full, and there is a further stage in which 
one eats so much that he gags on what he is eating (see 
Nimmukei Hayyim). 


Excluding one who harms himself — piah bis: Some com- 
mentaries explain that as such a person is not said to be eat- 
ing but to be harming himself, the verse is not referring to 
him (Me'iri). 


HALAKHA —— 
Excessive eating on Yom Kippur - w37 O13 TPA TPX: If 
one eats excessively on Yom Kippur, e.g., he finishes his meal 
on Yom Kippur eve and continues eating even though is too 
full to eat more, he is exempt. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Reish Lakish. If he ate tasty, fragrant food he is 
liable (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:6, and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


A non-priest who ate teruma in an excessive manner - 3} 
naa nhay mann bagy: One who eats teruma in an excessive 
manner doesnot pay an additional fifth, but only the principal. 
Such a person is considered to have damaged teruma rather 
than eaten it. This is also the rule for someone who chews raw 
barley, for this is not the usual way of eating (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:8). 


Perek VIII 
Daf 81 Amuda 


NOTES 


Who chews on barley of teruma - mann by Diy opia: 

This is referring specifically to barley, which is normally con- 
sidered to be animal food. One who eats unprocessed barley 
is not considered to have eaten. This is not the case with chew- 
ing wheat, which is considered the usual way of eating and 
should be preceded with a blessing. One who ate wheat of 
teruma pays the principal and a fifth (Siah Yitzhak; Gevurat Ari). 


Food and drink do not combine — paysa jx aniwan diner: 
The novel element in this halakha is understood by read- 
ing the following mishna: One who eats and drinks on Yom 
ippur within one lapse of awareness is liable only for one 
sin-offering. Therefore, it is clear that eating and drinking are 
considered to be a single prohibition. They are both derived 
rom the same verse, making them a single matter. Even so, 
hey are treated as distinct here because they have different 
measures (Josefot Rid). 


Its type of ritual impurity and its measure — Myw) ingaw: 
There are several distinct levels of ritual impurity. There are dif- 
erences both in type of impurity, i.e., whether it is imparted 
by contact, carrying, or other means, and the severity of im- 
purity, i.e., whether the impurity lasts only until evening or for 
seven days, or whether it renders only clothing impure. There 
are also distinctions in amounts required to transfer impurity: 
A dead creeping animal transmits impurity at the size of a 
entil; an animal carcass does so at the size of an olive-bulk; 
and a corpse, depending on context, has various amounts 
in which it transmits impurity, from the size of a barley groat 
and upward. In order for two items to combine, they must be 
identical both in their type of impurity and their measure (see 
Rashi and Rambam). 
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§ Reish Lakish said: One who eats in an excessive manner" 
on Yom Kippur, to the degree that he forces himself to con- 
tinue eating even when full is exempt," e.g., one who ate beyond 
being satiated on Yom Kippur eve and then ate something else 
as soon as the fast began. What is the reason for that? Because 
the Torah does not mention the prohibition of eating on Yom 
Kippur, but it was written “any soul which shall not be afflicted 
in that same day, he shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 
23:29), excluding one who harms himself," e.g., one who does 
not enjoy his food at all. 


Similarly, Rabbi Yirmeya said that Reish Lakish said: A non- 
priest who ate teruma in an excessive manner" pays the prin- 
cipal, that which he took, and does not pay the additional fifth, 
which one who illegally eats teruma pays to the priest as a pen- 
alty. This is because it states about one who eats teruma: “And if 
a man eat of the sacred thing in error, then he shall add a fifth to 
it, and give the priest the sacred thing” (Leviticus 22:14). The 
word “eat” excludes one who is not eating but harming himself. 
He does, however, pay the principal, since he caused a loss to 
the priest. The fifth is only paid by one who eats normally, not 
excessively. Similarly, Rabbi Yirmeya said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: A non-priest 


who chews on barley of teruma" that has not been ground or 
baked pays the principal and not an extra fifth. The reason is 
that it states “eats” (Leviticus 22:14), which excludes one who 
harms himself. Consuming raw barley is considered self-harm, 
not eating. 


Rav Sheizvi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: In the case of a 
non-priest who swallowed plums of teruma" whole and vom- 
ited them out, whereupon another person ate them, the first 
one pays the principal plus a fifth. When the first one 
benefited from the plums, he acquired them and must therefore 
pay for them, and the second one must pay their worth to the 
first one. Since they are only fit for fuel after the first one vom- 
ited them out, the second person is considered to have damaged 
their value as fuel. Therefore, he pays only the price of wood, 
i.e., fuel, to the first person. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that food and drink do not 
combine." The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught this? 
Rav Hisda said: This halakha is taught as a dispute, and the 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. 
As we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Yehoshua stated a general 
principle: Any item that is identical to another item in its type 
of ritual impurity, e.g., impurity that lasts only until evening, 
and its measure for impurity, e.g., an olive-bulk, combines 
with the other item to reach one measure to render other items 
impure. Therefore, two half olive-bulk pieces of two corpses or 
of two animal carcasses, or two half lentil-bulk pieces from two 
creeping animals all combine to render other items impure. 


HALAKHA 


A non-priest who swallowed plums of teruma - yoaw pi 
mana by paw: If a non-priest swallows plums of teruma and 
vomits them out, and then another person comes and eats 
them, the first person pays the principal value plus a fifth, 
and the second person pays the value of the plums as fuel 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘iim, Hilkhot Terumot 10:9). 


Any item that is identical to another item in its type of ritual 


impurity and its measure — Mw iny) imsnwy dp: If several 
items are identical with respect to their type of ritual impurity 
and the measure at which they impart impurity to other items, 
they combine with each other to impart impurity. If their type 
of impurity is the same but not their measure, or their measure 
is identical but not their type of impurity, then they do not 
combine even to assume the status of the more lenient one 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:11). 
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However, if one item is identical to another in its ritual impu- 
rity but not its measure, e.g., half a lentil-bulk of a creeping ani- 
mal and half an olive-bulk of an animal carcass, which both im- 
part impurity until nightfall; or ifits measure is identical but not 
its type of ritual impurity, e.g., half an olive-bulk from a corpse, 
which imparts impurity for seven days, and half an olive-bulk 
from an animal carcass, which imparts impurity until nightfall; 
and all the more so, when neither its ritual impurity nor its 
measure are identical, then the items do not combine. Here, too, 
although both eating and drinking are prohibited on their own, 
they do not combine because they do not have the same measure 
that imparts impurity. 


Rav Nahman said: Even if you say that the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, until now we have heard 
the Rabbis say there that items with different measures combine 
only with respect to ritual impurity. Since the phenomenon of 
ritual impurity is one concept, different types combine. But 
here, in the case of Yom Kippur, the measure that determines 
liability is set due to settling the mind, and this combination of 
eating and drinking together does not settle the mind. 


And similarly, Reish Lakish said: This question of whether food 
and drink combine to reach a measure that determines liability 
on Yom Kippur is taught as a dispute. The approach brought in 
the mishna that states that they do not combine is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as we learned in a mishna: 
Rabbi Yehoshua stated a general principle with regard to 
whether items with different types of impurity and measures 
combine, as Rav Hisda explained above. And Rabbi Yohanan 
said in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman: Even if you 
say that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, until now we have heard the Rabbis say there that items 
with different measures combine only with regard to ritual 
impurity. But here, in the case of Yom Kippur, the measure that 
determines liability is set due to settling the mind, and this 
combination of eating and drinking together does not settle the 
mind. 


If ee ee ee en 
MISHNA one ate and dran unwittingly wit in 


one lapse of awareness," e.g., he forgot 
that it is Yom Kippur, he is liable to bring only one sin-offering. 
However, ifhe ate and performed labor unwittingly, he is liable 
to bring two sin-offerings, as by doing so he violated two sepa- 
rate prohibitions. If he ate foods that are not fit for eating," or 
drank liquids that are not fit for drinking, or drank fish brine 
or the briny liquid in which fish are pickled," he is exempt, as 
that is not the typical manner of eating or drinking. 


G E M ARA Reish Lakisi said: Why is Shere no 


warning" stated about affliction;’ why 
did the Torah not state explicitly that it is prohibited to eat and 
drink on Yom Kippur? It is because it was not possible to write 
it that way. The Gemara explains: How could the Merciful One 
write it? Let the Merciful One write: One shall not eat on Yom 
Kippur. The term eat prohibits eating the amount of an olive- 
bulk, whereas on Yom Kippur the actual prohibited measure is 
a large date-bulk. Let the Merciful One write: Do not be af- 
flicted. That indicates the opposite of affliction, and would mean: 
Get up and eat. Therefore, it is written: “For whatsoever soul it 
be that shall not be afflicted on that same day, he shall be cut off 
from his people” (Leviticus 23:29). 


Rav Hoshaya strongly objects to this: Let the Merciful One 
write it in this manner: Guard yourself lest you not be afflicted. 
The Gemara answers: If so, there would be too many negative 
mitzvot, as the following are all expressions of prohibition: 
Guard, lest, and not. One would then say that there are three 
prohibitions against eating. 


HALAKHA 
If one ate and drank within one lapse of awareness — -52% 
y owa TW: If one ate and drank on Yom Kippur within 
one lapse of awareness, e.g. if he forgot it was Yom Kippur, 
he is obligated to bring only one sin-offering (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:5). 


If he ate foods that are not fit for eating - popin box 
mba pIx7jyxXw: If on Yom Kippur one ate foods that are 
not fit to be eaten or drank a beverage not fit to be drunk, 
he is exempt. However, it is prohibited to drink or eat such 
substances ab initio. One who does so receives lashes by 
rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat 
Asor 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:6). 


Drank fish brine or the briny liquid in which fish are 
pickled — Dyin ix YY an: If on Yom Kippur one drank 
fish brine or the briny liquid i in which fish are pickled, he 
is exempt (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:9, and in the 
comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 


Punishment and warning — nmg) way: The Gemara here 
and in many other places attempts to locate warnings tha 
express particular prohibitions. This is because there is a 
principle that a punishment may be administered only i 
there is a warning. However, if the punishment is written 
explicitly in the Torah, why should a warning be sought? 
The Rambam explains in Sefer HaMitzvot that when a specia 
verse that contains a warning is found, it adds to the clarity 
of the verses. However, according to Josafot, if a written 
warning cannot be found, there may be no punishment o 
lashes, because lashes are given only for the transgression 
of prohibitions. 


Why is there no warning stated about affliction — 135 
MPA MIM TNI x ma: The later commentaries discuss 
how to understand the words of Reish Lakish, as it seems 
that according to all opinions there is in fact a warning with 
regard to affliction on Yom Kippur. Various solutions have 
been offered, the main point being that Reish Lakish does 
not dispute the fact that there is a warning about affliction 
on Yom Kippur; rather, he explains why this warning is not 
stated in the Torah as a prohibition but is only hinted at. 
Alternatively, Reish Lakish held that the Torah relied on the 
verbal analogy rather than writing it explicitly (Tosefet Yom 
HaKippurim; Kashot Meyushav). 
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VIPON 


Rav Beivai bar Abaye strongly objects to this: Let the Merciful One 
write: Guard yourself in the mitzva of affliction. The Gemara rejects 
this: If so, there is a principle: If the words guard yourself are written 
about a prohibition, it is considered to be a prohibition; if the words 
guard yourself are written about a positive mitzva, it is considered to 
be a positive mitzva. Had the Torah written it that way, one would under- 
stand that there is a positive mitzva of affliction, but there is no element 
of prohibition. Rav Ashi strongly objects to this: Let the Merciful 
One write: Do not stray from afflicting yourself, which would imply a 
negative mitzva. The Gemara says: Indeed, this is difficult. The Gemara 
concedes that it could have been written in this manner. 


§ With regard to the prohibitions against eating and labor, the Gemara 
says: And a tanna cites the prohibitions relating to affliction on Yom 
Kippur from here: It is stated: “And you shall afflict your souls, you shall 
do no manner of labor” (Numbers 29:7). The Gemara considers: One 
might have thought that performing labor during the extension of the 
period of prohibition of labor, added before Yom Kippur actually begins, 
is punishable by karet. Therefore, the verse states: “And whatsoever soul 
it be that does any manner of labor on that same day” (Leviticus 23:30), 
which teaches that performing labor on that very day is punishable 
by karet, but labor performed during the extension of the period of 
prohibition of labor is not punishable by karet. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that performing labor 
during the extension of the period of prohibition of labor is not punish- 
able by karet, but not afflicting oneself during the extension of the 
period of affliction is punishable by karet. Therefore, the verse states: 
“For whatsoever soul it be that shall not be afflicted on that same day, 
he shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 23:29), which teaches that 
not afflicting oneself on that very day is punishable by karet, but not 
afflicting oneself during the extension of the period of affliction is not 
punishable by karet. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that one who performs 
labor during the extension would not be included in the punishment of 
karet, but he would be warned against performing labor during the ex- 
tension of the period of prohibition of labor with a prohibition incurring 
the punishment of lashes; therefore, the verse states: “And you shall do 
no manner of labor on that same day” (Leviticus 23:28). That teaches 
that he is warned not to perform labor on that very day, but he is not 
warned against performing labor during the extension of the period of 
prohibition of labor, and therefore he is not liable to receive lashes for 
doing so. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought: He would not be 
warned with regard to performing labor during the extension of the 
period of prohibition of labor that it is a prohibition that incurs lashes; 
but he would be warned with regard to not being in a state of affliction 
during the extension of the period of affliction that it is a prohibition that 
incurs lashes. However, that is incorrect, and it is learned from a logical 
derivation that it is not so: Just as with regard to labor, whose prohibition 
is observed on both Shabbatot and Festivals, one is not warned about 
the extension added to the day, is it not logical that with regard to afflic- 
tion, which is not observed on Shabbatot and Festivals, he should not 
be warned about or liable to receive lashes for the extension? 


The baraita comments: But the warning about lashes during the very 
day itself we have not learned. From where is it derived? The Torah need 
not state the punishment of karet for performing labor, since one can 
learn it by logical derivation from the punishment of not being in a state 
of affliction, as follows: Just as the requirement of affliction, which is 
not observed on Shabbatot and Festivals, is punishable by karet on Yom 
Kippur, with regard to the prohibition of labor, which is observed on all 
Shabbatot and Festivals, is it not all the more so? If so, why is the punish- 
ment for labor stated explicitly? It is available to compare and learn a 
verbal analogy from it: A punishment with regard to affliction is stated, 
and a punishment with regard to labor is stated. Just as with regard to 
labor one is punished only ifhe was warned first with a negative mitzva, 
so too, with regard to affliction, one is punished only if he was warned. 
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The Gemara rejects this: This comparison can be refuted. How 
so? Whereas affliction has no permitted exceptions from its 
general prohibition, as the mitzva to afflict oneself applies to all 
the Jewish people, what can you say with regard to labor, which 
has permitted exceptions from its general prohibition? It is 
permitted to perform the Temple services on Yom Kippur, 
which include prohibited labors, e.g., slaughtering animals and 
offering incense. Consequently, there is no proof that the mitzva 
of affliction is more lenient than the prohibition of labor. 


Rather, say as follows: The Torah need not say the punishment 
for not being in a state of affliction, since one can learn it from 
the punishment for performing labor through an a fortiori infer- 
ence. How so? Just as labor, for which exceptions from the 
general prohibition are permitted, e.g., performing the Temple 
service on Yom Kippur, and yet labor is punishable by karet, 
with regard to not being in a state of affliction, which has no 
permitted exceptions from its general prohibition, is it not all 
the more so that one who does not afflict himself should be li- 
able to receive karet? If so, why is it nevertheless stated? It is 
available to compare and learn a verbal analogy: Punishment 
is stated with regard to affliction, and punishment is stated 
with regard to labor. Just as for labor the Torah punished and 
warned, so too, for affliction the Torah punished and warned. 


The Gemara rejects this: This comparison can be refuted, and 
one might say the opposite: Whereas the prohibition of labor 
is observed on Shabbatot and Festivals, can you say the same 
about affliction, which is not observed on Shabbatot and 
Festivals? 


Ravina said: We did not properly understand the teaching of 
this baraita, as this tanna derived a verbal analogy from the 
words “on that same day” (Leviticus 23:29) stated with regard 
to affliction, and “on that same day” (Leviticus 23:28) stated 
with regard to labor. The Gemara comments: We must say that 
it is available, meaning that in both places, the phrase “on that 
same day” is unnecessary within its own context and comes only 
to teach this verbal analogy; as, ifit were not available, it could 
be refuted, as we refuted it above. 


The Gemara responds: No, it is certainly available, and we may 
learn from it, as five verses are written with regard to the pro- 
hibition of labor on Yom Kippur. One to teach a warning with 
regard to the prohibition of labor on the day of Yom Kippur it- 
self; and one for a warning with regard to labor on the night of 
Yom Kippur;" and one for the punishment of karet for perform- 
ing labor on the day; and one for the punishment for perform- 
ing labor at night; and one verse to be available to derive the 
requirement of affliction from the prohibition of labor, both 
during the day and night, using a verbal analogy. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught an alternative verbal anal- 
ogy for the derivation: “Affliction” is stated here, with regard 

to Yom Kippur, and “affliction” is stated later, with regard to a 

man who rapes a woman: “Because he has afflicted his neigh- 
bor’s wife” (Deuteronomy 22:24). Just as there, in the case of 
rape, the Torah did not punish unless there was prior warning, 
so too here, in the case of Yom Kippur, the Torah did not pun- 
ish unless there was prior warning. Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said 

a different proof: Derive a verbal analogy from the words “Shab- 
bat of solemn rest” (Leviticus 16:31) written with regard to Yom 

Kippur from the words “Shabbat of solemn rest” (Exodus 31:15, 
32:5; Leviticus 23:3) written with regard to the weekly Shabbat, 
which commemorates the Shabbat of Creation. Just as there, 
in the case of Shabbat, the Torah did not punish unless there 

was prior warning, so too here, in the case of Yom Kippur, the 

Torah did not punish unless there was prior warning. 


Rav Pappa said: 


NOTES 


One for the day and one for the night - “m xa" In 
rod: Tosafot Yeshanim point out that with regard to 
Shabbat and Festivals there is never a need to find a verse 
implying separate prohibitions for the night and for the 
day. In that case, why is it necessary for Yom Kippur? The 
suggested solution is that the term “on that same day” is 
stated explicitly several times with regard to Yom Kippur. 
Therefore, it seems that the whole mitzva relates to the 
daytime. Consequently, there was a need to cite special 
verses to show that the prohibition applies at night as well. 
Other commentaries have added that in fact it is the day of 
Yom Kippur, and not the night, that facilitates atonement 
(Mishmerot Kehuna). 
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HALAKHA 
Extension of the period of affliction — »»y napin: With 
regard to affliction on Yom Kippur, it is a mitzva to sancti- 
fy and append from non-sacred time to sacred time, both 
at the beginning of the holiday and at its end (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 608:1). 


Appending from non-sacred time to sacred time 
on Shabbatot and Festivals - wiprt Yy binn napin 
Dwin ninawa: Some commentaries write that the 
mitzva to sanctify and append non-sacred time to sacred 
time on Shabbat and Festivals is a rabbinic law, contrary 
to Rambam’s opinion (see Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 1:6; Beit Yosef, Orah Hayyim 
261). However, most halakhic authorities consider it a 
positive mitzva by Torah law, and therefore one should 
refrain from labor both at the start and the end of the 
day. This additional time lasts from sunset to twilight. 
Although any amount of added time fulfills the obli- 
gation, one may treat the entire span as sacred. Practi- 
cally speaking, the custom is to begin this extra time just 
before sunset to fulfill all opinions. There are different 
customs with respect to how much to add and whether 
the entire community adds time. For example, in Jeru- 
salem, women have the custom to add more time and 
light candles earlier than in other locations (see Mishna 
Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 261:2). 
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Yom Kippur itselfis called “Shabbat,” as it is written: “From evening 
until evening, you shall rest on your Shabbat” (Leviticus 23:32). The 
Gemara compares the various opinions. Granted, Rav Pappa did 
not say as Rav Aha bar Ya’akov did because a verse that is written 
about the matter itself is preferable to a verbal analogy. But what is 
the reason that Rav Aha bar Ya’akov did not state his opinion in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa? 

The Gemara answers: He requires this verse of “keep your Shabbat” 
for that which was taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And you 

shall afflict your souls on the ninth day of the month at evening, 
from evening until evening, you shall rest on your Shabbat” (Leviti- 
cus 23:32). One might have thought that one should start to afflict 

oneself on the ninth of Tishrei; therefore, the verse states “at eve- 
ning.’ If the Torah had stated only “at evening,” one might have 

thought that the fast starts only when darkness falls; therefore, the 

verse states “on the ninth,” implying that one begins to fast on the 

ninth of Tishrei. How can these verses be reconciled? One begins to 

fast while it is still daytime; from here it is derived that one sancti- 
fies and extends from the non-sacred weekday to the sacred day of 
Yom Kippur." 


Ihave derived only that one must add time at the beginning of Yom 
Kippur. From where do I derive that one adds time at the conclusion 
of Yom Kippur? The verse states: “From evening until evening” 
(Leviticus 23:32), implying that one adds at the end as well, just as he 
does at the beginning. And I have derived only the mitzva of adding 
to Yom Kippur; from where is it derived that one must also sanctify 
and append time before and after Festivals? The verse states: “You 
shall rest” (Leviticus 23:32), to teach that this rule applies even to 
Festivals, on which one is commanded to rest. I have derived only 
that one adds an extension to Festivals; from where do I derive that 
one must also sanctify and append to Shabbatot? The verse states: 


“Your Shabbat” (Leviticus 23:32). How so? Every place the term: 


Rest [shevut] is stated, it teaches from here that one sanctifies and 
appends from the non-sacred weekday to the sacred." 


The Gemara asks: And the tanna who learns a verbal analogy from 
the words “that same day,” “that same day,” what does he do with 
the phrase: “On the ninth day of the month”? The Gemara answers: 
He requires it, in accordance with that which Hiyya bar Rav of 
Difti taught. As Hiyya bar Rav of Difti taught: It states: “And you 
shall afflict your souls on the ninth day of the month” (Leviticus 
23:32). But does one afflict oneself on the ninth of Tishrei? Doesn't 
one in fact afflict oneself on the tenth of Tishrei? Rather, the verse 
comes to tell you: Anyone who eats and drinks on the ninth of 
Tishrei and then fasts on the tenth, the verse ascribes him credit as 
though he fasted on both the ninth and the tenth." The verse alludes 
to this when it states that the fast is on the ninth. 


From evening until evening — 3X 4y IW: It seems that the au- 
thor of the baraita learned in accordance with the principle that 
“until” means: Up to and including. Therefore, the phrase “until 
evening” includes part of the evening as well (see Gevurat Ari). 


As though he fasted on the ninth and the tenth - maynit toga 
s»pwyy yn: In explaining this matter, some simply say that since 
there is a mitzva to afflict oneself by fasting, one who prepares 
to fast by eating and drinking on the ninth also fulfills a mitzva 
(Rashi; Meiri). Others explain that one who eats a great deal on 


NOTES 


the ninth has a harder time fasting the next day, and therefore 
eating the day before is also considered affliction (Eliya Rabba). 
A third approach suggests that Yom Kippur is a Festival, and it 
would have been appropriate to eat and drink; however, since 
such activity is prohibited on the tenth, one creates a Festival 
by eating on the ninth. A final theory states that on the ninth, 
one is obligated to appease anyone he has injured and to make 
peace with all people. One with a full stomach will have an easier 
time being accommodating and less likely to engage in disputes, 
which is why it is a mitzva to eat on the ninth (Sefat Emet). 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: If one ate food that is not fit for 
eating, he is exempt. Rava said: If one chews raw pepper® on 
Yom Kippur, he is exempt, since this is not considered eating. 
Similarly, if one chews ginger [zangvila]* on Yom Kippur, he is 
exempt." 


The Gemara raises an objection to this. Rabbi Meir would say 

about the verse: “And when you shall come into the land, and shall 

have planted all manner of trees for food, then you shall count the 

fruit of it as forbidden [orla]; three years it shall be forbidden to 

you, it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 19:23). From the implication 

of what is stated: “Then you shall count the fruit of it as forbid- 
den,” do I not know that the verse is referring to “trees for food,” 
since it uses the word “fruit”? Rather, what is the meaning when 

the verse states “trees for food”? It includes a tree whose wood 

and fruit taste the same, i.e., a tree that is itself eaten in addition 

to its fruit. One must say that this is referring to pepper" that 

grows on a tree, to teach you that even pepper is subject to the 

halakha of orla. And this also teaches that Eretz Yisrael lacks 

nothing, as even pepper can grow there, as it is stated among the 

listed praises of Eretz Yisrael: “You will not lack anything in it” 
(Deuteronomy 8:9). In any event, it has been derived that pepper 

is called food, which contradicts Rava’s statement. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This statement about 
edible pepper is referring to fresh pepper, which is moist. And 
that halakha pertaining to Yom Kippur is referring to dry pepper, 
which is not considered food. 


Ravina said to Mareimar: But didn’t Rav Nahman say that it is 
permitted to eat this cooked ginger [himalta]** that comes from 
India, and there is no concern that gentiles may have cooked it. 
And we recite the blessing: Who creates the fruit of the ground, 
over it. Apparently, ginger is edible. The Gemara answers: This is 
not difficult: This statement is referring to wet ginger, which is 
considered food; and that earlier statement pertaining to Yom 
Kippur, which maintained that ginger is not food, is referring to 
dry ginger. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: If one ate leaves of reeds on Yom 
Kippur, he is exempt, but if one ate grapevine shoots" he is li- 
able. The Gemara clarifies: What are these grapevine shoots? 
Rabbi Yitzhak from the city of Migdal said: All shoots that 
sprouted between Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur and are still 
very soft are considered food. And Rav Kahana said: All shoots 
that sprouted up to thirty days before Yom Kippur are considered 
food. The Gemara comments: It was taught in a baraita in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak from Migdal: If one 
ate leaves of reeds he is exempt, but if one ate grapevine shoots 
he is liable. What are these grapevine shoots? They are all those 
that sprouted between Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur. 


It was taught in the mishna that if on Yom Kippur one drank fish 
brine or the briny liquid in which fish are pickled, he is exempt. 
The Gemara comments: From the language of the mishna it may 
be inferred that if one drank vinegar, he is liable." Who is the 
tanna of the mishna? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as it was taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Vinegar revives the 
spirit and is therefore considered a beverage. 


NOTES 


the pepper vine is a small plant that aed not look like a 
tree, one might have thought it was a type of vegetable, to 
which the halakhot of orla do not apply (Rashi on tractate 


Sukka). 


Grapevine shoots, etc. — ^2) D393 h: The Talmud does not 


deal with items that people do not eat at all and are in no way 
considered human food. Rather, the discussion is about items 
that are not considered substantial and that people eat from 
time to time but not on a regular basis. The Gemara questions 
whether or not one who ingests these foods is considered to 
be eating food subject to the usual prohibitions, e.g., those of 
Yom Kippur. 


BACKGROUND 
Pepper in Eretz Yisrael — byw yxa posds: This may refer 
o peppercorn, also called black pepper. The natural loca- 
ion for cultivation of this pepper is in tropical lands, and it 
is usually imported from India. However, there are isolated 
ocations in Eretz Yisrael whose climate makes it possible 
o grow pepper. 


The ginger plant and its flowers - impr aaa may: Ginger, 
Zingiber officinale, is a perennial tropical grass from the ginger 
amily, Zingiberaccae. Its height reaches 30-90 cm, and it has 
a thick aromatic rhizome. The plant originated in India, and 
it spread from there to other lands. The dried rhizomes are 
used as a spice for cakes, wines, and various types of liquor. 
It is also used as a medicine, and it is sometimes held in the 
mouth to relieve bad breath. 


Ginger plant 


Cooked ginger [himalta] - KoD: This is apparently a 
candy made from young ginger roots steeped in sugar. It is 
also called zangvila retiva in the Talmud. 


LANGUAGE 
Ginger [zangvila] - xbvan: The origin of the plant's name 
is Indian. In Sanskrit the spice is called singavera, which be- 
came zangvil via the common interchange of the letters 
lamed and reish. 


HALAKHA 


Chewing pepper and ginger on Yom Kippur - babs DDD 
DaT ova aam: One who chews pepper or dried ginger 
on Yom Kippur i is exempt. If they are moist and suitable 
for eating, one is liable (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:8). 


Cooked ginger - Kaba: One recites the blessing: Who 
creates the fruit of the ground, over ginger that is prepared 
for eating (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 203:6). 


Leaves of reeds and grapevine shoots — ray Dp by 
0293: One who eats reed leaves on Yom Kippur is exempt. 
One who eats grapevine shoots is exempt if they sprouted 
before Rosh HaShana; if they sprouted between Rosh Ha- 
Shana and Yom Kippur he is liable (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 612:7). 


Vinegar on Yom Kippur — 01937 Dva ynin: One who 
drinks pure strong vinegar on Yom Kippur is exempt. The 
Mishna Berura explains that this is vinegar that bubbles when 
it falls to the ground. If it was mixed with water, one who 
drinks it is liable (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:9 and in 
the comment of the Rema). 
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NOTES 


Training children — nipiand yn: There are many ver- 
sions of this text, as there are many halakhic opinions on 
this matter. The author of the Mishne LeMelekh cites four 
approaches. First, according to the Rambam, who claims 
that the Rif agrees with him, training begins at ages nine 
and ten. By rabbinic law, the fast must be completed at 
age eleven, with no distinction between girls and boys. 
By Torah law, thirteen-year-old boys and twelve-year- 
old girls fast the entire day. Second, according to Ba'al 
Halakhot Gedolot, the Ran, and others, there is no rabbinic 
requirement for children to complete the fast. Rather, 
children are trained to fast for several hours until they 
reach maturity. A third approach states that there is a 
rabbinic law that girls must complete the fast when they 
are eleven years old, but there is no rabbinic law that 
boys must complete the fast. The fourth view is that of 
the Ra’avad. He maintains that there is a rabbinic law that 
requires boys of twelve years old and girls of eleven years 
old to complete the fast. The Rosh basically agrees with 
the Ra‘avad's opinion but argues for different lengths of 
partial fasts at different ages. 


HALAKHA 


Training children to fast — Dwy Dep pwn: Healthy 
nine-year-olds and feeble ten-year- olds, whether male 
or female, are trained to fast for several hours. If they are 
accustomed to eat at a certain hour, they are fed a bit 
ater, according to their strength and need. Eleven-year- 
olds, both boys and girls, complete the fast by rabbinic 
aw. Some authorities say that there is no rabbinic law 
hat children must complete the fast at all (Ba'al Halak- 
hot Gedolot; Ran; Or Zarua), and such an opinion may 
be relied upon in the case of a weak child who cannot 
ast (Rema). A girl from her twelfth birthday and a boy 
rom his thirteenth birthday who have physical signs 
of puberty are considered adults and complete the fast 
by Torah law. If they lack the physical signs of puberty, 
hey complete the fast by rabbinic law. Children younger 
han nine years old may not fast, even if the child himself 
wishes to be stringent (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 616:2 
and in the comment of the Rema). 
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The Gemara relates: Rav Giddel bar Menashe from the town 
of Birei DeNeresh taught in a public lecture that the halakha 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi, and vinegar is not considered a beverage. The next year 
everyone went out and mixed vinegar with water and drank 
vinegar on Yom Kippur. Rav Giddel heard this and became 
angry with them for their actions. He said: Say that I said one 
is not liable for drinking vinegar only after the fact; however, 
did I say it is permitted to drink it ab initio? Furthermore: Say 
that I said my statement with regard to one who drinks a little, 
but did I say it is permitted to drink a lot? Furthermore: Say 
that I said my statement in reference to pure vinegar, which is 
very strong, but did I say anything about diluted vinegar? That 
is certainly prohibited. 


MI SHNA With regard to the children, one does 


not afflict them by withholding food on 
Yom Kippur; however, one trains them one year before or two 
years before they reach majority, by means of a partial fast last- 
ing several hours, so that they will be accustomed to fulfill 
mitzvot.4 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks about the wording of 


the mishna: Since it is stated that one 
trains children two years before their maturity, is it necessary 
to say that one trains them one year before? This expression 
in the mishna is superfluous. Rav Hisda said: This is not diffi- 
cult. This statement that one trains children one year before 
their maturity is referring to a feeble child; that statement that 


one trains children two years before their maturity is referring 
to a healthy child. 


Rav Huna said: One trains a healthy child of eight years and 

nine years to fast for several hours; at ten years and eleven years, 
they complete the fast by rabbinic law; at twelve years they 

complete the fast by Torah law. This applies to girls who reach 

maturity and become obligated in mitzvot at age twelve. And 

Rav Nahman said: At nine years and ten years one trains them 

to fast for several hours; at eleven and twelve years they com- 
plete the fast by rabbinic law; at thirteen years they complete 

the fast by Torah law. This applies to boys. And Rabbi Yohanan 

said: There is no obligation with regard to children completing 

the fast by rabbinic law. Rather, at ten and eleven years, one 

trains them to fast for several hours; and at twelve years girls 

are obligated to complete their fast by Torah law. 


§ We learned in the mishna: With regard to the children, one 
does not afflict them by withholding food on Yom Kippur; 
however, one trains them for one year before or two years 
before they reach maturity. Granted, this makes sense accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rav Huna and Rav Nahman, who hold 
that for one or two years before reaching maturity there is a 
rabbinic law requiring children to complete the fast. The mishna 
that states one year before or two years before should be un- 
derstood as follows: A feeble child is obligated to complete the 
fast on Yom Kippur in the year before reaching maturity by 
rabbinic law, and a healthy child is obligated to complete the 
fast on Yom Kippur in the two years before reaching maturity 
by rabbinic law (Vilna Gaon). 
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But according to Rabbi Yohanan, who holds that there is no 
rabbinic law to complete the fast, this is difficult. In his opinion, 
what is the difference between one year before and two years 
before? Rabbi Yohanan could have said to you: What is the 
meaning of one year or two years? One year is referring not to 
the year before the year preceding their maturity, ie. the two 
years preceding it, but actually to the year preceding their ma- 
turity. The phrase: One or two years, indicates that there is a 
difference between those who are required for one year and those 
who required for two, which depends on their health: The healthy 
child is required to fast two years, but one year is sufficient for a 
feeble child. 


Come and hear that which Rabba bar Shmuel taught in a barai- 
ta: With regard to children, one does not afflict them by with- 
holding food on Yom Kippur; however, one trains them one 
year for a feeble child or two years for a healthy child preceding 
their maturity. Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, this works out well; but according to Rav Huna and 
Rav Nahman, who say that there is an additional year that one is 
required to complete the fast according to rabbinic law, this is 
difficult. The Rabbis could say to you: What is this training that 
is also taught there? It is referring to fasting a complete day, 
which is required by rabbinic law. By rabbinic law, the time of 
completing the fast for a healthy child is two years before he 
reaches maturity. 


The Gemara asks: And is training called completion? Doesn't 
training mean that the child performs only part of the mitzva? 
Wasn’t it taught explicitly in a baraita: What is training? If the 
child was accustomed to eat every day at the second hour of the 
day, one feeds him at the third hour, so he will begin to under- 
stand the concept of affliction. Ifhe was accustomed to eat at the 
third hour, one feeds him at the fourth hour. Rava bar Ulla said: 
This is not difficult; these are two different types of training. 
There is training of small children to wait slightly longer before 
eating, and training of older children, in which one habituates 
them to fasting a full day. 


MI SH N A With regard to a pregnant woman who 


smelled food“ and was overcome by a 
craving to eat it, one feeds her until she recovers, as failure to 
do so could lead to a life-threatening situation. If a person is ill 
and requires food due to potential danger, one feeds him accord- 
ing to the advice of medical experts who determine that he in- 
deed requires food. And if there are no experts there, one feeds 
him according to his own instructions, until he says that he has 
eaten enough and needs no more. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: With re- 


gard to a pregnant woman who smelled 
consecrated meat" or pig meat and craved those specific foods, 
one inserts a thin reed? into the juice of that item and places it 
on her mouth. If her mind become settled with that, it is well. 
And if not, one feeds her the gravy itself of that forbidden food. 
If her mind becomes settled with that, it is well. And if not, 
one feeds her the fat of the forbidden food itself, as there is no 
halakha that stands in the way of saving a life’ except for 
the prohibitions against idol worship, and forbidden sexual 
relationships, and bloodshed. 


The Gemara clarifies: With regard to the halakha that the prohibi- 
tion against idol worship takes precedence over saving one’s life, 
from where do we derive this? As it was taught in a baraita 

that Rabbi Eliezer says: If it is stated: “And you shall love the 

Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul” 
(Deuteronomy 6:5), why is it stated in the continuation of the 

verse: “And with all your might” (Deuteronomy 6:5)? And if it 

is stated: “With all your might,’ why is it stated: “With all your 

soul”? One of these statements appears to be superfluous. 


NOTES 


A pregnant woman who smelled food - An yw may: 
This halakha is not limited to pregnant women, but it is 
more typical for pregnant women to have specific cravings. 
In these situations, the woman may be in danger if her 
desires are not satisfied. According to the Ba'al Halakhot 
Gedolot, the concern is mainly with regard to the health 
of the fetus, whereas according to the Ramban, the chief 
concern is the well-being of the mother (see Rosh and Ran; 
Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


A pregnant woman who smelled consecrated meat - 
wip wa AN MW may: Here the ruling is not that one 

should whisper to her that the desired food is forbidden, as 

mentioned in the Halakha note. Permission is not granted 

to transgress this prohibition, and therefore there is no 

reason to whisper (Mikhtam; see Pithei She‘arim, who cites 

Eshel Avraham and Levush). 


There is no halakha that stands in the way of saving 
a life - waa mpa 25a TWipw 134 p px: There is a long 
debate in the Talmud on the source of this important prin- 
ciple (see daf 85a). 


HALAKHA 


A pregnant woman who smelled food - an vw may: 
If a pregnant woman smells food and her face shows her 
craving for it, even if she does not explicitly state that she 
wants the food, one whispers to her that it is Yom Kippur. 
If she is placated by this reminder, nothing further need 
be done; if not, she is fed until she is content. In terms of 
quantity of food, a pregnant woman is fed bit by bit until 
she is satisfied. An ill person is fed whatever amount is 
necessary, according to doctor's orders (Mishna Berura). 
Similarly, if any other person smells food and his face shows 
a craving for it, he is fed a bit until he is relieved (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 617:2-3) 


Saving a life - w53 mp3: If a gentile tells one that he must 
ransgress a halakha in private or be killed, he must trans- 
gress the halakha. This is the case for all prohibitions in the 
Torah except idol worship, forbidden sexual relations, and 
bloodshed. For these three transgressions, one is obligated 
0 forfeit his life even if he is in private and even if the threat 
does not come during a time of religious persecution. This 
is the ruling even if he would be performing the acts only 
or the pleasure of the gentile, whose motive is not the 
ransgression of mitzvot (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 157:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Thin reed — waa: This is referring to a long, thin stick that 
was also used as a spindle in ancient times. By dipping it 
in food, one could provide the woman with some flavor 
without her actually consuming much food. 
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NOTES 
Whose property is more beloved to him than his body — 
pun voy an iiaa: One approach to this Gemara highlights 
the difference between people in varying stages of their lives. A 
young person is able to work, so his body is dearer to him than 
his money. On the other hand, a weak, elderly weak man will be 
left hungry and wanting if his money is taken from him, so his 
money is dearer to him than his body (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 


Forfeiting one's life rather than engaging in forbidden sexual 
relations — niw vba wa) MYD: See Rashi and Tosafot, who 
deal with this issue extensively. Many medieval commentaries 
suggest that a situation may arise in which a deathly ill person 
can be cured only by having forbidden relations. Such an indi- 
vidual must choose to die (geonim; Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA = =—W¥—W¥_____- 
May be saved at the cost of his life — iwa3a tym Įm): If some- 
one is chasing another person in order to kill him, all efforts 
must be made to save the victim, even at the cost of killing the 
attacker. Similarly, if someone is chasing a betrothed woman to 
rape her, she must be saved, even at the cost of the attacker's 
life (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 
1:6-10). 


Perek VIII 
Daf 82 Amud b 


NOTES 


What did you see to make you think your blood is redder — 
990 PND TPT KITT MRA: There are two explanations for this 

halakha. First, one life does not supersede another. Second, the 

only reason to transgress a mitzva is to save a life, and since here 

no life is saved, no permission is granted to perform a prohibited 

act and kill. The reasoning of: What did you see, applies even to a 

group. If, for example, gentiles say to a group of Jews: Surrender 
one person to be killed, and if not we will kill you all, the group 

must all submit to death rather than surrender a single individual. 
In that case, they cannot know if that person's worth is equal to 

the whole group, and so they cannot make a calculation based 

solely on numbers (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 
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Rather, it is to teach that if there is a person whose body is more 

beloved to him than his property, therefore it is stated: “With 

all your soul.” The verse teaches that one must be willing to 

sacrifice his life to sanctify God’s name. And if there is a person 

whose property is more beloved to him than his body," there- 
fore it is stated: “With all your might.” Rabbi Eliezer under- 
stands the phrase “with all your might” to mean: With all your 
possessions. Therefore, one must be prepared to forfeit his life 

rather than be saved through idol worship. 


§ With regard to the concept that one must surrender his life 
rather than have forbidden sexual relations or shed blood 
through murder, from where do we derive this? As it was taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is stated about the 
rape of a betrothed woman: “For as when a man rises against 
his fellow and slays him, even so is this matter” (Deuteronomy 
22:26). One might ask: What idea did we learn about a be- 
trothed woman from a murderer? The halakha of a betrothed 
woman is clear; what new point is learned by comparing it to the 
halakha of a murderer? 


Rather, this halakha about the murderer, which appears to come 
to teach about the betrothed woman, is found to actually be the 
subject of teaching. The inference is as follows: Just as with 
regard to the betrothed woman, permission is given to save her 
at the cost of the life of her attacker, so too, the murderer may 
be saved from committing the crime at the cost of his life," i.e., 
one may save the victim by killing the attacker. Another teaching 
is derived in the opposite direction, from the case of murder to 
the case of rape. Just as the murderer is subject to the halakha 
of let him be killed, and let him not transgress, i.e., one must 
even allow himself to be killed rather than take the life of an- 
other, so too, a man must surrender his life rather than engage 
in forbidden sexual relations with a betrothed young woman. 
By inference, the halakha of let him be killed, and let him not 
transgress, applies to all forbidden sexual relations." 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the murderer himself, 
from where do we derive this halakha that he should be killed 

rather than transgress the prohibition against murder? The 

Gemara answers: It is derived through reason, as it was told: A 
certain person came before Rava. He said to Rava: The master 
of the village where I live said to me: Kill so-and-so, and if you 

do not do so, I will kill you. What should I do? Rava said to him: 

Let yourself be killed, and you should not kill. Rava reasoned: 

What did you see to make you think that your blood is redder" 

and more important than his? Perhaps the blood of that man is 

redder, and he is more important than you. If so, it is logical that 

one must not kill another person to save himself." 


Let him be killed and let him not transgress — by) Parad 
iay»: From where is it derived that it is prohibited to violate 
the three prohibitions of idol worship, murder, and forbid- 
den sexual relations, even to save one’s life? It is written: 
“And you shall love the Lord your God...with all your life” 
(Deuteronomy 6:5). This means: Even if He takes your life. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to murder, this is based on logical reasoning: 
One may not destroy one life for the sake of another life. The 
halakha pertaining to forbidden sexual relations is derived 
through the connection in the Torah between forbidden 
sexual relations and murder (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Yesodei HaTorah 5:7). 
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§ With respect to a pregnant woman who smells food, it is told: 
A certain pregnant woman smelled a food and craved it. Those 
involved came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi to ask how to 
proceed. He said to those who were inquiring: Go and whisper 
to her" that today is Yom Kippur. They whispered to her, and 
this whispering helped; she stopped craving the food. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi read this verse about the baby she was carrying: 
“Before I formed you" in the belly I knew you, and before you 
came forth out of the womb I sanctified you” (Jeremiah 1:5), 
and indeed, the baby who came out of that woman was Rabbi 


Yohanan. 


The Gemara relates another story: A certain pregnant woman 
smelled food and had a craving to eat it on Yom Kippur. Those 
involved came before Rabbi Hanina to ask how to proceed. He 
said to them: Whisper to her that today is Yom Kippur. They 
whispered to her, but she did not accept the whisper and con- 
tinued to crave the food. Rabbi Hanina read this verse about 


the baby: 


“The wicked are estranged from the womb” (Psalms 58:4), i.e, 
it is clear they are estranged already in their mother’s womb. 
Indeed, Shabbetai the hoarder of fruits came out of her. He 
hoarded fruit during years of famine in order to inflate its price 


and profit at the expense of poor people. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: Ifa person is ill and requires food 
due to potential danger, one feeds him according to the advice 
of medical experts. Rabbi Yannai said: If an ill person says he 
needs to eat," and a doctor says he does not need to eat, one 
listens to the ill person. What is the reason for this halakha? It 
is because the verse states: “The heart knows the bitterness of 
its soul” (Proverbs 14:10), meaning an ill person knows the in- 
tensity of his pain and weakness, and doctors cannot say other- 
wise. The Gemara asks: It is obvious that a person knows him- 
self better than anyone else does. Why does this need to be 
stated explicitly? The Gemara answers: It is lest you say that the 
doctor is more certain because he has had more experience 
with this condition. Therefore, the verse teaches us that even so, 
it is the ill person who knows his own suffering better than 


anyone else. 


However, in the opposite case, ifa doctor says that the ill person 
needs food, but the ill person himself says he does not" need 
to eat, one listens to the doctor. What is the reason for this 
halakha? It is because confusion [tunba]' has taken hold of the 
ill person on account of his illness, and his judgment is impaired. 
Consequently, he himself does not know how much he needs 


food. 


§ We learned in the mishna: If a person is ill, one feeds him 
according to the advice of medical experts. This implies that if 
there are experts present, then according to the advice of ex- 
perts, yes, one feeds the ill person; but at his own instructions, 
no, one does not feed him, contrary to Rabbi Yannai’s opinion. 
It further implies that according to the advice of several experts, 
yes, one feeds an ill person; however, according to the advice 
of only one expert, no, one does not feed him. There appears 
to be a requirement for at least two doctors, which also contra- 
dicts Rabbi Yannai’s opinion that the opinion of one expert is 
sufficient to override the opinion of the ill person. 


NOTES 


Whisper to her — 7y wind: Some commentaries explain that 
this whispering is to the fetus (see Rashi). However, the main idea 
here seems to be that sometimes, by whispering to the woman 
that it is Yom Kippur and that she will be able to eat afterward, 
she will be able to endure until after the fast. The author of the 
Meiri writes that one should even promise her that if she does 
not eat, her child will have reverence of God as described in 
stories in the Gemara. 


Before | formed you — Tix owa: Tosefet Yom Hakippurim writes 
that the main point of the verse is the last clause: “And before 
you came forth out of the womb | sanctified you,’ indicating that 
in his mother’s womb he was already sacred, since he fasted on 
Yom Kippur. A similar story is related in the Jerusalem Talmud, in 
which the following verse is cited: “From my mother's womb, You 
are my God" (Psalms 22:11; see Siah Yitzhak). 


HALAKHA 


An ill person says he needs to eat — pas Tix mhin: If an ill 
person says he needs to eat, he may be fed, even if doctors say it 
is not necessary (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6181). 


A doctor says the ill person needs food but the ill person 
himself says he does not — J i mN aim PI Wai KON: 
If an ill person needs food on Yom Kippur, and an expert doctor, 
whether Jewish or gentile, says that if he is not fed his sickness 
will worsen and endanger him, he is fed, even if he denies need- 
ing food (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Confusion [tunba] — xan: The origin of this word is Syriac, and 
it means a confusion of one’s senses. This confusion is likely to 
come as a result of illness, whereupon the ill person is likely to 
lose sensitivity to many things, among them his sense of hunger. 
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HALAKHA 

Dispute between doctors — x51 ngb: If one doc- 
tor says that an ill person requires food and one says that 
he does not, the ill person must be fed. The halakha is 
the same if the dispute is between two pairs of doctors 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:2 and in the comment 
of the Rema). If one doctor and the ill person say he 
does not need to eat, and a different doctor says he 
does, the ill person may not eat. If two doctors say he 
does need to eat, the ill person may be fed, even if many 
other doctors and the ill person himself say he does not 
need food (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:4). 


NOTES 


Two are like one hundred — Ata %7: By Torah law, 
testimony depends on the word of two witnesses. A 
declaration by two witnesses is considered as fact, pro- 
vided the statements of the two do not contradict each 
other and are not contradicted by other witnesses. The 
testimony of a larger group of witnesses carries no more 
weight than the testimony of two witnesses. However, 
this principle does not apply in the case of assessment 
of a situation, where the halakha does follow the major- 
ity opinion. This rule of majority applies in any case that 
relies on expertise or understanding. 
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The Gemara rejects this: With what are we dealing here? We 
are dealing with a unique circumstance: ‘The ill person says I do 
not need food, and the consultation of experts is required. The 
Gemara suggests: But let them feed him according to the advice 
of one expert, as Rabbi Yannai said that in such a circumstance 
one feeds the ill person based on the advice of one doctor. The 
Gemara answers: No, the requirement of two experts is necessary 
in a case where there is another, third expert with him who says 
that the ill person does not need to eat. In such a case, one feeds 
the ill person according to the advice of two experts who agree 
that he requires it." 


The Gemara asks: If so, this is obvious, since it is a case of uncer- 
tainty concerning a life-threatening situation, and in all cases of 
uncertainty concerning a life-threatening situation, the halakha 

is lenient. The Gemara answers: No, this halakha is necessary in 

a case where there are two other doctors who, along with the ill 

person, say that he does not need food. And although Rav Safra 

said that two witnesses are like one hundred" witnesses, and one 

hundred witnesses are like two witnesses, that rule applies spe- 
cifically to the matter of testimony; however, in the matter of 
assessing a situation, we follow the majority of opinions. There- 
fore, one might think in this case that the ill person should not be 

fed because the opinion of two doctors plus the ill person should 

override the opposing opinion of two other doctors. 


Generally speaking, two or more witnesses constitute complete 

testimony, and there is no difference between the testimony of 
two and the testimony of a large number of people. However, this 

principle of following the majority applies specifically to assess- 
ing monetary issues, but here it is a case of uncertainty concern- 
ing a life-threatening situation. Therefore, although it is the opin- 
ion of two doctors against the opinion of two doctors and the ill 

person, the ill person must eat. 


The Gemara asks: But from the fact that it is taught in the latter 
clause of the mishna that if there are no experts present one 
feeds him according to his own opinion, by inference, the first 
clause of the mishna is referring to a case where the ill person 
said he needs to eat. In that case, the mishna states that one fol- 
lows the experts’ opinion, not his own, and feeds him. The Ge- 
mara answers: The mishna is incomplete and is teaching the 
following: In what case is this statement that he may eat only 
based on the advice of experts said? It is when the ill person said: 
I do not need to eat. But ifhe said: I do need to eat, and instead 
of two experts there is only one who says that he does not need 
to eat, one feeds him according to his own opinion. 


Mar bar Rav Ashi said: Any instance where an ill person says: I 
need to eat, even if there are one hundred expert doctors who 
say that he does not need to eat, we listen to his own opinion 
and feed him, as it is stated: “The heart knows the bitterness of 
its soul” (Proverbs 14:10). 


We learned in the mishna: If an ill person himself says he needs 
to eat and there are no experts present, one feeds him according 
to his own opinion. This implies that the reason one feeds him 
is because there are no experts present. One may infer from this 
that if there were experts present, no, one would not feed the ill 
person based on his own opinion but would instead listen to the 
advice of the experts. The Gemara rejects this: This is what the 
mishna is saying: In what case is this statement that one follows 
the opinion of the experts said? It is when the ill person said: I 
do not need to eat. However, if he said: I do need to eat, it is 
considered as if there were no experts there at all; we feed him 
based on his opinion, as it is stated: “The heart knows the bit- 
terness of its soul” (Proverbs 14:10). All the experts are ignored 
in the face of the ill person’s own sensitivities. 
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MI S HN In the case of one who is seized with the 
life-threatening illness bulmos,"'® causing 
him unbearable hunger pangs and impaired vision, one may feed 
him even impure foods on Yom Kippur or any other day until his 
eyes recover, as the return of his sight indicates that he is recover- 
ing. In the case of one whom amad dog bit, one may not feed him 
from the lobe of the dog’s liver." This was thought to be a remedy 
for the bite, but the Rabbis deem it ineffective. And Rabbi Matya 
ben Harash permits feeding it to him, as he deems it effective." 


And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben Harash said: With regard to 
one who suffers pain in his throat, one may place medicine" in- 
side his mouth on Shabbat, although administering a remedy is 
prohibited on Shabbat. This is because there is uncertainty wheth- 
er or not it is a life-threatening situation for him, as it is difficult to 
ascertain the severity of internal pain. And a case of uncertainty 
concerning a life-threatening situation overrides Shabbat. 


Similarly, with regard to one upon whoma rockslide fell, and there 
is uncertainty whether he is there" under the debris or whether 
he is not there; and there is uncertainty whether he is still alive 
or whether he is dead; and there is uncertainty whether the person 
under the debris is a gentile or whether he is a Jew, one clears the 
pile from atop him. One may perform any action necessary to 
rescue him from beneath the debris. If they found him alive after 
beginning to clear the debris, they continue to clear the pile until 
they can extricate him. And if they found him dead, they should 
leave him, since one may not desecrate Shabbat to preserve the 
dignity of the dead. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught: From where would they 


know that his eyes had recovered their 
sight? It is from when he can discern between good and bad 
food," since under the influence of bulmos one eats food indis- 
criminately. Abaye said: It is with tasting. When he can distinguish 
the tastes of different foods his eyesight must have also recovered. 
For example, at night, although it is dark, the sign that his eyesight 
has been restored is that he is able to detect difference in tastes 
(Me'iri). 


§ The Sages taught: In the case of one who is seized with bulmos 
and must be fed until his vision is restored, one feeds him the items 
whose prohibition is least severe first."" Ifhe must be fed forbidden 
foods, he should first be fed those whose level of prohibition is least 
severe. For instance, if there is untithed produce and an unslaugh- 
tered animal carcass [neveila] or any other non-kosher meat, one 
feeds him the neveila, as the prohibition of untithed produced 
warrants death at the hand of Heaven, but eating non-kosher meat 
is a transgression punishable only by lashes. If there is untithed 
produce and produce from the Sabbatical Year, he is fed the pro- 
duce from the Sabbatical Year. Untithed produce warrants death 
at the hand of Heaven, whereas the produce of a Sabbatical Year 
is prohibited by a positive mitzva and there is no punishment 
associated with it. 


If they have untithed produce and teruma, there is a dispute be- 
tween tanna’im as to which food they should feed him, as it was 
taught in a baraita: One feeds him untithed produce and does 
not feed him teruma. Ben Teima says: It is better to feed him 
teruma and not feed him untithed produce. Rabba said: Where 
it is possible to feed him non-sacred food" by separating tithes 
from untithed produce and thereby rendering the remainder per- 
mitted, everyone agrees that one should make the produce fit for 
consumption by separating tithes and then feed it to him, even on 
Shabbat, when it is otherwise prohibited to separate tithes. 


BACKGROUND 


Bulmos - biia: The unhealthy sensation of hunger is the result by a partial loss of vision. The Sages advised that an individual 


of a drastic drop in blood sugar level, due to food deprivation 
or illness. As described in the Gemara, this state is accompanied 


suffering from this symptom should immediately be fed sweet 
foods, which are digested quickly by the body. 


HALAKHA 
One who is seized with bulmos — binna ixw na: If one 
is afflicted with bulmos and his eyes are dimmed from 
hunger, he should be fed, even on Yom Kippur, until his 
eyes recover. If there is no permitted food available, one 
should feed him forbidden food, starting with the most 
minor prohibitions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:9). 


Severity of forbidden foods - wYEgI !Yan: The pro- 
hibitions relating to food are hierarchical: Eating untithed 
produce is more severe than eating non-kosher meat. It is 
worse to eat non-kosher meat than after-growths from the 
Sabbatical Year, which are forbidden by rabbinic law. It is 
worse to eat untithed produce than produce grown in the 
Sabbatical Year, which is forbidden by Torah law. If there 
is a choice between eating untithed produce and teruma, 
one should separate the tithes from the untithed produce 
even on Shabbat or Festivals. If that is not possible, one 
should eat the untithed produce, as that is a less severe 
prohibition than eating teruma (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:16). 


LANGUAGE 


Bulmos — Dina: From the Greek BovAtpia, boulimia, 
meaning unhealthy hunger. 


NOTES 


Lobe of liver - 133 %1: Rav Hai Gaon explains that this is 
one of the small parts of the liver. 


Feeding an ill person from the liver lobe — M7 mown 
1323: It seems that the dispute here is whether this con- 
stitutes administering a remedy or not. The Rambam ex- 
plains that eating the liver lobe is not a medicinal cure but 
a folk remedy, which requires the faith of the ill person. No 
Torah prohibition may be violated for a folk remedy. 


One may place medicine - od b pon: This statement 
seems to permit any acts necessary to prepare the medi- 
cine, even if it means violating multiple Torah prohibitions 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


There is uncertainty whether he is there, etc. — K171 p3p 
"731 OW: Some authorities explain that these uncertainties 
are not necessarily distinct but cumulative: It is unclear 
whether there is a person there, whether he is a Jew, and 
whether he is alive. Despite the fact that there are many 
uncertainties, one still violates Shabbat due to the possibil- 
ity of saving a life (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Min HaAnavim). 


From when he can discern between good and bad - 
yh Sip pa prx: The Meir explains this is referring to 
nighttime, when one cannot test whether the ill person is 
able to distinguish food by sight. In that case, one checks 
whether he can discern different tastes. 


The least severe first - otip Spat bpr: The question has 
been raised: Isn't this obvious; why does the Gemara need 
to mention it? A suggested explanation is that the Gemara 
is stating that even if the more severe prohibition would 
work better as medication, one does not administer it first. 
Rather, one begins with the less severe prohibitions, since 
they might also heal the ill person (Siah Yitzhak). 


Where it is possible to feed him non-sacred food - X31 
pana wart: Rashi explains that using non-sacred food 
might not be possible because there may be an insuf- 
ficient amount. Other commentaries suggest additional 
interpretations to this Gemara (Gevurat Ari). 
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NOTES —-W—_—_—_—_ 
Moving is prohibited by rabbinic law — x17 payma bhp: 
This point has been challenged, since the Gemara elsewhere 
gives a different reason for the prohibition against separat- 
ing tithes on Shabbat. The main objection to separating 
tithes on Shabbat is that such an action makes the food fit 
for eating. This effectively completes the food, which is akin 
to repairing a vessel. Such an act is a primary labor prohib- 
ited on Shabbat. The Rambam argues that tithing food is 
similar to enacting a business deal, since one tithes fruits in 
order to present them to the priest, who thereby acquires 
them. Other commentaries write that there is an issue of 
carrying an object that is set aside from use on Shabbat 
[muktze]. However, this is not the primary problem (Tosefet 
Yom HaKippurim; Pithei Shearim). 


Imperforate container - a1) ivg yxy: A plant grown in 
an imperforate container does not absorb water or nutrients 
from the ground. Therefore, biblical laws of terumot and 
tithes do not apply to such a plant. The Torah's laws in this 
area apply only to grains growing in the ground. However, in 
the case of a perforated pot, the roots of a plant it holds draw 
nutrients from the earth through the holes, connecting the 
plant to the ground. The Sages decreed that plants grown in 
imperforate containers are included by rabbinic law within 
the halakhot of teruma and tithes due to their similarity to 
plants grown in perforated pots. 


HALAKHA 


One whom a snake bit - wna iswaw "3: If someone is bitten 
by a snake, it is treated as a mortal wound even when it is 
uncertain whether or not the snake is deadly. Even if there 
are no expert doctors present and the ill person says noth- 
ing, everything that would usually be done on a weekday to 
heal him must be done for him on Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 328:6). 
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Where they disagree, it is in a case where it is impossible to feed 
him non-sacred food because there is no way to separate tithes. 
One Sage holds that the prohibition of untithed produce is more 
severe; and one Sage holds that the prohibition of teruma is 
more severe. The two sides reason as follows. One Sage holds 
that the prohibition of untithed produce is more severe because 
it is prohibited to everyone; but teruma is fit for a priest, and 
therefore one could say that its prohibition is less severe. And one 
Sage holds that teruma is more severe because non-priests may 
never eat it, while untithed produce can be made fit to eat, and 
therefore, even while it is still untithed, the prohibition against 
eating it is less severe. 


It was stated that, according to Rabba, if it is possible to make the 
untithed produce fit and then feed him with non-sacred food, one 
should do so. The Gemara is surprised at this: It is obvious that if 
it is possible to tithe the produce and feed him that, one should 
do so. Why must it be stated? The Gemara explains: No, it is 
necessary to state this with regard to a case on Shabbat, when it 
is generally prohibited to separate terumot and tithes. Even so, the 
Sages said that it is better to separate terumot and tithes on Shabbat 
rather than feed the ill person untithed produce. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to Shabbat it is also obvious, since 
the prohibition against separating terumot and tithes is merely a 
prohibition against moving, which is prohibited by rabbinic law." 
That is certainly less severe than the prohibition against eating 
untithed produce. The Gemara answers: With what are we deal- 
ing here? We are dealing with fruits grown in an imperforate 
container,’ which are not subject to teruma by Torah law but by 
rabbinic law. The Gemara teaches that it is preferable to transgress 
the rabbinic prohibition of tithing the fruit on Shabbat rather than 
feed the ill person untithed produce, although in this case the 
prohibition is rabbinic. 


Q The Gemara now discusses the aforementioned two opinions: 
One Sage, ben Teima, holds that untithed produce is more 
severe, and therefore one must tithe the fruit although it is pro- 
hibited to separate teruma on Shabbat; and one Sage, the first 
tanna, holds that teruma is more severe. 


Let us say that Rabba’s view is one side of a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: In the case of one whom 
a snake bit" on Shabbat and who is in danger, one calls a doctor 
for him to come from one place to another; and one tears a 
chicken apart for him if he needs its meat for healing; and one 
harvests leeks from the ground and feeds them to him for healing 
purposes, and one need not separate tithes; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
says: He should not eat it unless it has been tithed. 


Let us say that Rabba’s statement that one must separate teruma 
and tithes from the fruit for the ill person on Shabbat, even from 
untithed produce prohibited by rabbinic law, corresponds to the 
view of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. He says that one 
must tithe the leeks for the ill person even on Shabbat, although 
leeks, like all other vegetables, are considered untithed produce 
only by rabbinic law. And Rabba’s opinion does not follow the 
view of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
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The Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that Rabba holds in ac- 
cordance with the view of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi is saying that one should not separate tithes only there, 
with regard to the requirement to take the tithe from vegetables, 
like leeks, which is rabbinic in origin. This requirement was de- 
creed lest one come to confuse vegetables with produce that is 
untithed by Torah law. However, with regard to the tithe of grains, 
which have the status of untithed produce by Torah law, although 
in this particular circumstance their untithed status is rabbinic 
because the grains grew in an imperforate container, even Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi concedes that the produce must be tithed. 
Because if it is permitted for him to eat without separating tithes 
from produce grown in an imperforate container, he may err 
and come to eat from grain grown in a perforated pot, which is 
considered untithed produce by Torah law. Consequently, one 
must separate tithes on Shabbat before feeding an ill person, even 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of one who is seized 

with bulmos, one feeds him honey and all types of sweet foods, 
as the honey and all types of sweet foods restore the sight of his 

eyes. And although there is no clear proof for the matter, there 

is an allusion to the matter. Jonathan said: “See, I pray you, how 

my eyes are brightened because I tasted a little of this honey” 
(1 Samuel 14:29). 


The Gemara asks: And why does the baraita say: Although there 
is no clear proof for the matter, when that verse is a strong proof? 
The Gemara answers: There, Jonathan was not seized with 
bulmos," he was merely very hungry. Therefore, the episode pro- 
vides no evidence that honey or sweet foods are the remedy for 
bulmos. 


Abaye said: They taught that honey restores a one’s eyesight only 
after eating other food, but before eating other food it whets 
one’s appetite, as it is written: “And they found an Egyptian man 
in the field, and brought him to David, and they gave him bread 
and he ate, and they gave him water to drink; and they gave him 
a piece of a cake of figs, and two clusters of raisins, and he ate, 
and his spirit was restored; for he had eaten no bread nor drunk 
any water for three days and three nights” (1 Samuel 30:11-12). 
This indicates that sweets are given after the main course and not 
before it. 


Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: In the case of one who is 
seized with bulmos, one feeds him a sheep’s tail with honey, 
since the combination of the fatty meat and the honey helps 
greatly. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Also, fine wheat 
flour with honey is a remedy. Rav Pappa said: Even barley flour 
with honey is good for curing bulmos. Rabbi Yohanan said: Once 
I was seized with bulmos and I ran to the east side of a fig tree® 
and found ripe figs there, which I ate. Figs on a tree do not all 
ripen at once but ripen first on the side where the sun rises, so 
Rabbi Yohanan searched first for figs on the east side of the tree. 
And I thereby fulfilled the verse: “Wisdom preserves the lives 
of those who have it” (Ecclesiastes 7:12). As Rav Yosef taught: 
One who wishes to taste the flavor of the fig should turn to the 
east, as it is stated: “And for the precious things of the sun’s 
fruits” (Deuteronomy 33:14), implying that the sun ripens fruit 
and makes them sweet. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei were 
walking on the road when Rabbi Yehuda was seized with bul- 
mos. He overpowered a nearby shepherd and ate the bread that 
the shepherd had in his hand, since his life was in danger. Rabbi 
Yosei said to him: You have robbed that shepherd. When they 
reached the city, Rabbi Yosei was seized with bulmos, and all 
the people of the city surrounded him with jugs [lagei]' and 
plates with all sorts of sweets. Rabbi Yehuda said to him in jest: 
Irobbed only the shepherd, but you have robbed the entire city. 


NOTES 

He was not seized with bulmos — mn Dida wb: In 
this story, Saul had imposed a ban on eating. The people 
saved Jonathan from being killed by his father for violat- 
ing this ban only because Jonathan performed a great 
service for the nation. If bulmos had seized him, eating 
honey to save his life would have superseded this ban 
(Toledot Yitzhak). 


BACKGROUND 


East side of a fig tree — TaKA by ATWA: As opposed 
to other fruit, figs do not ripen all at once. Instead, they 
ripen gradually; each day fruit on a different part of the 
tree might ripen. Since sunlight and warmth hasten 
the ripening of the fruit, it is common to see more ripe 
fruit on the eastern side of the tree than on other areas 
of the tree. 


LANGUAGE 
Jugs [lagei]— xb: This is the plural form of lagina, from 
the Latin lagena or the Greek Aáyvvoç, lagynos, which 
is a jug made of clay. 


Lagynos from the early Roman period 
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A name determines character - O78 NAW: This does not 
mean that everyone with an ugly name is evil, since there 
are certainly exceptions to the rule. Nevertheless, there 
is reason to be concerned with respect to names, par- 
ticularly when one is on a journey and does not know the 
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NOTES 


§ And furthermore, it is told: Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Yosei were walking on the road together. Rabbi 
Meir would analyze names and discern one’s nature from his 
name," while Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei were not apt to 
analyze names. When they came to a certain place, they 
looked for lodging and were given it. They said to the inn- 
keeper: What is your name? He said to them: My name is 
Kidor. Rabbi Meir said to himself: Perhaps one can learn from 
this that he is a wicked person, as it is stated: “For they are 
a generation [ki dor] of upheavals” (Deuteronomy 32:20). 
Since it was Friday afternoon, Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei 
entrusted their purses to him. Rabbi Meir did not entrust 
his purse to him but went and placed it at the grave of the 
innkeeper’s father. 


The innkeeper’s father appeared to the innkeeper in a dream 
and said to him: Go take the purse placed at the head of that 
man, i.e., the innkeeper’s father. The following day, he said to 
the Sages: This is what appeared to me in my dream. They said 
to him: Dreams during twilight on Shabbat evening have no 
substance and should not be trusted. Even so, Rabbi Meir went 
and guarded his money all that day and then took it. 


The next day, the rabbis said to the innkeeper: Give us our 
purses. He said to them: These matters never occurred; you 
never gave me any purses. Rabbi Meir said to them: Why didn’t 
you analyze his name to learn that he is a wicked man? They 
said to him: Why didn’t the Master tell us? He said to them: I 
said one should be suspicious, but have I said a person should 
be established as wicked? Could I say to you with certainty that 
he is wicked based on his name alone? 


What did they do? They dragged the innkeeper and brought 
him to a store and gave him wine to drink. After he drank the 
wine, they saw lentils on his mustache, showing that he had 
eaten lentils that day. They went and gave this sign to his wife. 
They said that the innkeeper had ordered that their money be 
returned to them upon the sign that he ate lentils at his last meal. 
And they took their purses and went. He went and killed his 
wife out of anger that she did this. 


This is as we learned in a baraita: Due to a person's laxity in the 
first washing," they fed him pork. There was an innkeeper who 
was accustomed to feed pork to gentiles and kosher meat to Jews. 
He distinguished between Jews and gentiles by watching to see 
whether they performed the ritual hand-washing before eating. 
One time, a Jew came and ate without washing his hands before 
the meal, and the innkeeper gave him pork to eat. Laxity in the 
final washing, the washing of one’s hands and mouth after a meal, 
caused the innkeeper to kill the person. This is similar to that 
story, as had the wicked innkeeper washed his mouth, the rabbis 
would not have known that he had eaten lentils. 


And in the end, they too, Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, would 
analyze names. When they came to a house of a landlord 
named Bala, they did not enter. They said: Conclude from 
here that he is certainly wicked, as it is written: “I said of her 
who was worn out [bala] by adulteries” (Ezekiel 23:43), as it 
states: “After I am grown old [beloti] shall I have pleasure?” 
(Genesis 18:12). “Worn out by adulteries” means aged through 
adulteries. 


people he encounters. The Sages have said that although 
parents have their own reasons for giving a baby a specific 
name, they are unknowingly directed toward a true and 
appropriate name for their child (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim; 


Maharsha). 


First washing - Dait oa: The main point here is explained 
in tractate Hullin, where the story is recounted at length. It 
seems that this episode took place during a time of religious 
persecution, when the Jews could not express their desire for 
kosher meat. Therefore, the innkeeper relied on signs. 
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§ It was taught that in the case of one whom a mad dog? bit, 
one does not feed him the lobe of its liver. The Gemara clari- 
fies the concept of the mad dog. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
Five signs were said about a mad dog: Its mouth is always 
open; and its saliva drips; and its ears are floppy and do not 
stand up; and its tail rests on its legs; and it walks on the 
edges of roads. And some say it also barks and its voice is 
not heard. The Gemara asks: From where did the dog be- 
come mad? Rav said: Witches play with it and practice their 
magic on it, causing it to become mad. And Shmuel said: An 
evil spirit rests upon it. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between 
these two opinions? The Gemara answers: There is a practical 
difference between them with regard to 


killing it with an object that is thrown from a distance like 
an arrow rather than with one’s hands. If the dog is possessed 
by an evil spirit, one should avoid direct contact with it. 


The Gemara comments: This was taught in a baraita in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Shmuel: When one kills a mad 
dog, he should kill it only with a thrown object. Further- 
more, one who is rubbed by mad dog will become danger- 
ously ill, while one bitten by the dog will die. The Gemara 
asks: What is the remedy for one who is rubbed by mad dog 
and becomes dangerously ill? The Gemara answers: Let him 
take off his clothing and run. The Gemara relates: Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, was rubbed by one of these mad dogs 
in the market, whereupon he took off his clothing and ran. 
He said: I have fulfilled the verse: “Wisdom preserves the 
lives of those who have it” (Ecclesiastes 7:12). 


The Gemara continues to discuss the baraita: One bitten by a 

mad dog will die.” The Gemara asks: What is the remedy? 

Abaye said: Let him bring the skin of a male hyena and write 

on it: I, so-and-so, son of so-and-so, am writing this spell 

about you upon the skin of a male hyena: Kanti kanti 

kelirus.' And some say he should write: Kandi kandi keloros. 
He then writes names of God, Yah, Yah, Lord of Hosts, amen 

amen Selah. And let him take offhis clothes and bury them 

in a cemetery for twelve months of the year, after which he 

should take them out, and burn them in an oven, and scat- 
ter the ashes at a crossroads. And during those twelve 

months of the year, when his clothes are buried, when he 

drinks water, let him drink only from a copper tube" and 

not from a spring, lest he see the image of the demon in the 

water and be endangered, like the case of Abba bar Marta, 
who is also called Abba bar Manyumi, whose mother made 

him a gold tube for this purpose. 


Rabies in humans - D1%3 nabs: Untreated rabies in humans is 
fatal in the vast majority of cases. One of the symptoms of the 
disease is a painful constricting of the throat muscles when 
the ill person tries to swallow anything. Apparently, due to 


BACKGROUND 
the associative connection with drinking, the mere sight 
of water causes this physical response. This is why the an- 
cients referred to this disease as hydrophobia, meaning fear 
of water. 


BACKGROUND 
Mad dog - avi zz: A mad dog may reach a state of 
partial paralysis, which is why it displays the symptoms 
mentioned by the Sages: Its tail is tucked between its legs, 
its tongue hangs out of its mouth, and it drools. This partial 
paralysis also affects the dog's vocal cords, which leads to 
a drastic change in the sound of its barking to the point 
where it can no longer bark audibly. 


LANGUAGE 
Kelirus — Diop: Possibly from the Greek kàñpoç, klèros, 
meaning destiny or lottery. 


NOTES 
Copper tube - Kým xna: One approach suggests 
that since one of the effects of this sickness is that the 
ill person cannot abide the sight of water, he must drink 
it through a tube so he will not see what he is drinking 
(Arukh). 
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LANGUAGE 
Tzefidna — %yd¥: Some authorities maintain that the origin 
of this word is the Greek onztedSwv, sepedon, meaning rot. 
Others suggest its origin is in the Semitic root tzfd, meaning 
shrinkage. 


Matron [matronita] — 
meaning woman, with the Aramaic feminine suffix -ita. 


BACKGROUND 

Tzefidna — %35¥: From the descriptions in the Talmud, it 
seems that this is referring to the disease scurvy, which is 
caused by vitamin C deficiency. The symptoms of the disease 
include teeth loosening and falling out, internal bleeding, and 
anemia. The treatments described in the Talmud are various 
attempts to fill this vitamin C deficiency in a concentrated 
form. 


NOTES 
What shall | do on Shabbat - "xa nawa: Rabbi Yohanan was 
apparently busy on Shabbat with his lectures and lessons and 


could not visit the woman. He therefore asked what he should 
do on Shabbat (Siah Yitzhak). 


A vow to a gentile — siah myiaw: A vow to a gentile such as 
the matron in this episode i is as valid as any other vow, and it 
is prohibited to break it. However, a vow made under duress 
is not binding. It was that clause which Rabbi Yohanan took 
advantage of in tricking the healer. Furthermore, the Gemara 
explains that he did not truly break his vow because he never 


really vowed to keep silent about the remedy in the first place. 


Consequently, he did not desecrate God's name, which would 
have been the case had he broken his vow. This is especially 
true because he was an important person (see Meiri). 


420 PEREK VIII: 84A-.1997 115 


KDW: From the Latin matrona, 


wn yn I "kN 921 WY TYY 
KDA KITT ADs bix MIPDYI 
NAW bym xwon sabe > xTay 
xb mb TAX Pe nawa cab 1X 
pb TIN PND NIDDM NDIY 
remo: YIN nn br yan 

XPT AYTI pds xan xh byw 


KY DIT vetoed IAD panwox x 
xm xpi bw say xI wxpban 
KPY ab bung town bons KD% 


277 A NIN I1 VAY FMh KTV ONN 
ARKI NTE, Y VKE Y 
ARK PY 37 Nn Tt paw PTK 
XOX YON TOK NNKT KITT KIUN 
5 VOT TY YNBIVX xb) amas tay 
xb KDT MWD TG YD NTT 
XATI NIN KII yb Kab bn 

PRBI I BY PTT 323 PST 


sw! NT DIN AN ANA Wan 
P91 DY TD PADD INN KIDY] NBD 
93 BP IITIN NDT NON) 722 
TEAS Pee eee ee 
SERS Ese ae er al 
maa PONM VRIT KIPIY IKV PIY? 

yyy 33 i 


sony ONY wax sa xen ay a> sox 
DAPI WONT WT Ja OTN ID -JN 
new > wax nawa oD b phon oa 

mma x5) sta sais 


§ The mishna said: And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben 
Harash said: With regard to one who suffers pain in his 
throat, one may place medicine inside his mouth on Shabbat, 
although administering a remedy is prohibited on Shabbat. 
The Gemara discusses a related incident: Rabbi Yohanan 
suffered from the illness tzefidna,'® which first affects the 
teeth and gums and then the intestines. He went to a certain 
gentile matron [matronita]" who was a well-known healer. 
She prepared a medicine for him on Thursday and Friday. 
He said to her: What shall I do on Shabbat, " when I cannot 
come to collect the medicine from you? She said to him: 
You will not need it. He asked her: If I do need it, what shall 
I do? She said to him: Swear to me that you will not reveal 
the remedy; then I will tell you, and you can prepare it your- 
self should you need it. He swore: To the God of the Jews, 
I will not reveal it. She told him the remedy. Rabbi Yohanan 
then went out and taught it publicly, revealing the secret 
of the remedy. 


The Gemara is surprised at this: But he swore to her that he 
would not reveal it. The Gemara answers that in his vow 
he declared: I will not reveal it to the God of the Jews. 
However, his words imply: I will reveal it to His people, 
the Jews. The Gemara asks: Still, there is a desecration of 
God’s name, as the matron now thinks that a great man 
of Rabbi Yohanan’s stature broke his vow.’ The Gemara 
answers: He revealed it to her at the outset. As soon as she 
revealed the remedy to him, he told her that his vow would 
not prevent him from publicizing the remedy. 


The Gemara asks: What was the medicine that she prepared 
for him? Rav Aha, son of Rav Ami, said: It was water in 
which leaven was steeped, olive oil, and salt. Rav Yeimar 
said: It was leaven itself, olive oil, and salt. Rav Ashi said: 
‘The remedy was fat from the bone marrow of a goose’s wing. 
Abaye said: I made all of these medicines and was not 
cured from this ailment, until a certain Arab told me the 
remedy for it: Take olive seeds that are less than one-third 
ripe, and burn them in a fire on top of anewhoe, and stick 
them along the row of gums. I did this and was cured. 


Q The Gemara asks: From where does this disease tzefidna 
come? It is from eating wheat bread that is too hot and fish 
remains fried in oil. What is the sign of this sickness? 
When one puts something between his teeth, blood 
comes out from his gums. When Rabbi Yohanan suffered 
from tzefidna, he prepared this medicine described above 
on Shabbat and was cured. The Gemara asks: And how did 
Rabbi Yohanan prepare this medicine on Shabbat for an 
ailment which affects only the gums but is not life-threaten- 
ing? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Tzefidna is different, 
since it does indeed begin in the mouth and appears to be 
an illness of the teeth, but it ends up in the intestines and 
is dangerous." 


Rav Hiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Yohanan: In accord- 
ance with whose opinion did you do this? Was it not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Matya ben Harash, 
who said: In the case of one who suffers pain in his mouth, 
one puts medicine in his mouth on Shabbat, which is a 
minority opinion? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: It is so, but 
I say the Sages agreed with him about taking medicine in 
this case alone, but no other. If so, with regard to medicine 
on Shabbat, the view of Rabbi Matya ben Harash is not a 
minority opinion. 


HALAKHA 


An illness that may be healed on Shabbat - waxw mbna Shabbat, including any injury, wound, or abscess of the teeth, 


nawa xot: Any potentially fatal injury may be healed on 


but not merely a toothache (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:3). 
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Let us say that this baraita supports him: With regard to one 
who is seized with yerakon,® one feeds him donkey meat as 
medicine; with regard to one whom a mad dog bit, one feeds 
him the lobe ofits liver;’ in the case of one who has pain in his 
mouth, one puts medicine in his mouth on Shabbat; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Matya ben Harash. And the Rabbis say: 
These have no value as a remedy. The Rabbis used the term 
these, to exclude what? What, is it not to exclude this medicine 
for tzefidna, which the Rabbis agree is permitted on Shabbat? 


The Gemara rejects this: No, it excludes a different remedy, 
which Rabbi Matya suggests: Bloodletting’ to heal the ailment 
serunkhi' is permitted on Shabbat. The Gemara comments: So 
too, this is reasonable to say, as it was taught in a baraita: Rab- 
bi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said three things that he 
heard in the name of Rabbi Matya ben Harash: One may let 
blood for serunkhi on Shabbat; and in the case of one whom a 
mad dog bit, one feeds him the lobe ofits liver; and in the case 
of one who has pain in his mouth, one puts medicine in his 
mouth on Shabbat. 


And the Rabbis say: These have no value as a remedy. The Rab- 
bis used the term these to exclude what? What, is it not to 
limit their argument only to the latter two items, which do not 
cure anything, and to exclude the first item, bloodletting for 
serunkhi, which everyone agrees is an effective remedy? The 
Gemara rejects this: No, there is no proof from here, since it is 
possible to say that it is referring to the first two items of the first 
baraita and excludes the latter clause with regard to medicine 
on Shabbat, which they agree with. 


Come and hear a proof for the matter, as Rabba bar Shmuel 
taught in the following baraita: With regard to a pregnant wom- 
an who smells and craves food, one feeds her until she is satis- 
fied, even on Yom Kippur; and in the case of one whom a mad 
dog bit, one feeds him from the lobe of its liver; and in the case 
of one who has pain in his mouth, one places medicine in his 
mouth on Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Yosei, who said it in the name of Rabbi Matya ben 
Harash. And the Rabbis say: In this case and no other. The 
Gemara clarifies: To which case is this one referring? If we say 
they said this about a pregnant woman, it is obvious; is there 
anyone who says one should not give a pregnant woman food? 
Rather, is it not referring to the halakha pertaining to medicine 
on Shabbat, which they agree is permitted? Learn from this that 
the Rabbis did not disagree about this. 


Rav Ashi said: The wording of the mishna is also precise in 
accordance with this approach, as it was taught in the mishna: 
And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben Harash said: In the case 
of one who suffers pain in his mouth, one places medicine in 
his mouth on Shabbat, and the Rabbis do not disagree with 
him and say otherwise. And if it is so that the Rabbis disagree 
with him, then let the mishna combine the two halakhot and 
teach them together, and let the Rabbis disagree with both 
points in the latter clause. Since the mishna was not written this 
way, but instead the dispute of the Rabbis appears after Rabbi 
Matya’s statement about the mad dog, learn from here that the 
Rabbis did not disagree with him about the halakha with regard 
to medicine. 


BACKGROUND 
Yerakon — tipy: Yerakon seems to refer to hepatitis. The 
Rabbis maintained that the suggestion of Rabbi Matya 
ben Harash was only an untested, auspicious practice, 


not a true remedy. Consequently, they did not allow it 
on Shabbat. 


One feeds him the lobe of its liver - 1¥ma inix prawn 
bw 123: Some commentaries see this as akin to the mod- 
ern healing method of using serums of animals that were 
injected with rabies. 


Bloodletting - 07 ppa: Bloodletting was a standard 
medical practice throughout the ancient world. The letting 
of small quantities of blood was considered an effective 
way to cure illness. 


Bloodletting depicted on an ancient Greek urn 


LANGUAGE 


Serunkhi — *339: This apparently refers to diphtheria, as 
it seems to be derived from an Aramaic word meaning 
strangling. In cases of diphtheria, the saliva that fills the ill 
person’s throat can lead to suffocation. 
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NOTES 


Let us wait and perform this labor for him after Shabbat, 
perhaps he will get well - x12 Kaw b pan: The com- 
mentaries have explained this according to Rashi: One does 
not delay treatment, even if it seems that the ill person's 
condition is improving, unless he is certainly healthy. If any 
uncertainty remains, one does not wait for the matter to 
become clear. 


These acts should not be performed by gentiles — px 
mip by xd bn 0127 pwiy: Commentaries have given 
various reasons for this. The main reason is that it should be 
done immediately by those present, before the ill person's 
condition deteriorates, rather than waiting for a gentile to 
arrive. Authorities debate whether gentiles should perform 
he treatment if they are already present (Josefot Rid; Meiiri). 


The greatest of [gedolei] the Jewish people - byw din: 
Alternative versions of the text suggest that this is referring 
o adults [gedolim] rather than scholars. Another approach 
argues that it is a mitzva for the greatest scholars to act 
because they are meticulous in observance of Shabbat and 
in saving lives (Rambam). 


Based on the advice of women - Dw wp by: One explana- 
ion suggests that women might err in the future and com- 
pare one situation to another to reach a halakhic conclusion, 
eading to desecration of Shabbat in situations that are not 
emergencies. Another explanation is that there may be a 
concern that once a woman has received a stringent ruling 
in this matter, in the future she may not act correctly and 
a life will be put at risk (Meiri; Rosh). Alternatively, perhaps 
there is concern that they will become lax in their general 
Shabbat observance. 


Although he catches fish — Ind 1% KPT: Some commen- 
taries write that he is not liable even if he intends to catch 
fish during his rescue. Since he is occupied with saving a 
life, he is not held accountable for any prohibited labors that 
he performs (see Meiri). 
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Not only uncertainty with regard to this Shabbat - pap x 
aa și naw: In a situation where one may desecrate Shabbat 
to save a life, more than one Shabbat may be desecrated. One 
does not delay medical treatment to avoid desecrating Shabbat 
twice (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:1). 


These acts should not be performed by gentiles, etc. — p 
aa mia op Sy Kb abba oat pwiy: When Shabbat must be 
desecrated for the sake of an ill person who is in danger, one 


should attempt to ensure that this is not done by gentiles, 
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§ The mishna states that one with pain in his throat should be 
given medicine on Shabbat because it is a case of uncertainty 
concerning a life-threatening situation. The Gemara asks: Why 
do I need to say furthermore: And any case of uncertainty 
concerning a life-threatening situation overrides Shabbat? 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: They stated this not only in a 
case where there is uncertainty with regard to this Shabbat," 
but even if the uncertainty is with regard to a different future 
Shabbat. 


What are the circumstances in which uncertainty would arise 
as to whether or not his life will be in danger in the future? They 
are a case where doctors assess that an ill person needs a certain 
treatment for eight days, and the first day of his illness is Shab- 
bat. Lest you say: He should wait until evening and begin his 
treatment after Shabbat so they will not need to desecrate two 
Shabbatot for his sake, therefore it teaches us that one must 
immediately desecrate Shabbat for his sake. This is the halakha, 
despite the fact that an additional Shabbat will be desecrated as 
a result, because there is uncertainty about whether his life is in 
danger. 


That was also taught in a baraita: One heats water for an ill 
person on Shabbat, whether to give him to drink or to wash 
him, since it might help him recover. And they did not say it is 
permitted to desecrate only the current Shabbat for him, but 
even a different, future Shabbat. And one must not say: Let 
us wait and perform this labor for him after Shabbat, perhaps 
he will get well " in the meantime. Rather, one heats it for him 
immediately because any case of uncertainty concerning a 
life-threatening situation overrides Shabbat. And this is so not 
only with regard to uncertainty whether his life is in danger on 
the current Shabbat, but even in a case of uncertainty with 
regard to danger on a different Shabbat. 


And these acts should not be performed by gentiles™ or Sa- 
maritans but should be done by the greatest of the Jewish 
people," i.e., their scholars, who know how to act properly. And 
one does not say: These actions may be performed based on 
the advice of women" or Samaritans, since they are not con- 
sidered experts able to declare a person ill enough to override 
Shabbat. However, the opinions of these people do combine 
with an additional opinion, meaning that if there is a dispute, 
their opinions may be considered when coming to a decision. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One engages in saving a life 
on Shabbat," and one who is vigilant to do so is praiseworthy. 
And one need not take permission from a court but hurries to 
act on his own. How so? If one sees a child who fell into the 
sea, he spreads a fisherman’s net and raises him from the water. 
And one who is vigilant and acts quickly is praiseworthy, and 
one need not seek permission from a court, although in doing 
so he catches fish" in the net as well. Similarly, if one sees a 
child fall into a pit and the child cannot get out, he digs part 
of the ground out around the edge of the pit to create a make- 
shift step and raises him out. And one who is vigilant and acts 
quickly is praiseworthy, and one need not seek permission 
from a court, although in doing so he fashions a step. 


HALAKHA 


minors, or women, but by educated adult Jews. The Rema 
cites an opinion that one should try to perform the action in an 
unusual way in order to avoid violating a prohibition by Torah 
law. Similarly, if the act can be performed by a gentile with no 
prohibition violated at all, the gentile should be employed (Or 
Zarua; Tosafot; Ran). In the Taz and the Arukh HaShulhan it is 
written that one should not act in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rema, and in all situations the actions should preferably 
be performed by Jews on Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 


328712). 


Saving a life on Shabbat - nawa w33 mpa: If a child falls into a 
pit, one should dig around its edge to bring the child up, even if 
in so doing a step is built, which is a prohibited labor on Shab- 
bat. Similarly, one may break down a locked door to release a 
child, although in doing so he prepares the wood for further 
use. If a fire breaks out and there is potential danger to human 
life, the fire should be extinguished, even if a path is cleared at 
the same time. One need not ask the permission of the court 
during moments of danger but should hurry and act (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328713). 
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Similarly, if one sees that a door is locked before a child and the 
child is scared and crying, he breaks the door and takes the child 
out. And one who is vigilant and acts quickly is praiseworthy, 
and one need not seek permission from a court, although he 
intends to break it into boards to be used later. Similarly, one 
may extinguish a fire by placing a barrier" of metal or clay vessels 
filled with water in front of it on Shabbat when life is endangered. 
And one who is vigilant and acts quickly is praiseworthy, and 
one need not seek permission from a court, although he leaves 
the coals," which can be used for cooking after Shabbat. 


The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to teach these ex- 
amples, since each one suggests an original idea. As, had it taught 
us the halakha of the child who fell into the sea, we would have 
said: He must act quickly in that case because in the meantime, 
if he delays, the child will be swept away by the waves and disap- 
pear, and therefore the rescuer need not seek permission; but in 
the case of a child who fell into a pit, who remains there and is in 
no further danger, one might say the rescuer need not hurry but 
should request permission from the court first. Therefore, the 
baraita explains: No, it is necessary to tell us that case, too. 


And ifit had taught us the case of the pit, one might have thought 
itis because the child is scared at being trapped; but when a door 
is locked before a child, it is possible to sit on the other side of 
the door and amuse him with the sound of nuts until Shabbat is 
over. Therefore, it is necessary to teach that in this case, too, one 
does not delay but acts immediately because a life is possibly in 
danger. 


It was taught in a baraita that one may extinguish a fire by placing 
a barrier in front of it on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Why do I 
need this? What new point is taught by this additional case of a 
life-endangering situation? The Gemara answers: This halakha 
applies even if the fire is spreading toward another courtyard. 
Not only may this be done to save the lives of people in the court- 
yard on fire; it may also be done to prevent the fire from spreading 
to an adjacent courtyard. 


§ Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With 
regard to saving a life, the Sages did not follow the majority" as 
they do in other areas of halakha. The Gemara asks: What are the 
circumstances? When does one not follow the majority? If we 
say that one does not follow the majority in a case where there 
are nine Jews and one gentile among them and a building col- 
lapses on one of them, then in that case the majority of people 
are Jews and yet one desecrates Shabbat to save the trapped per- 
son. In such a case one is in fact following the majority. Alterna- 
tively, if the group is half Jews and half gentiles, the ruling is le- 
nient with regard to a case of uncertainty concerning a 
life-threatening situation. But this, too, is not a case where one 
follows the minority, as there is an even chance that the victim is 
a Jew." 


Rather, it is referring to a case where there are nine gentiles and 

one Jew. However, this too is obvious. One saves the trapped 

individual because the group is in a fixed location, and there is a 

principle that whenever a group is in a fixed location it is consid- 
ered as though it were evenly divided. In this case, despite the fact 

that the group’s majority is gentile, it is considered as though it 

were composed half of Jews and half of gentiles." 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


One may extinguish a fire by placing a barrier — paz 
mpra poa: If a fire breaks out in a courtyard and one 
fears it will cross to another courtyard, endangering the 
people there, it may be extinguished to prevent it from 
spreading (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:1). Nowadays, 
the custom is to extinguish any life-threatening fire, even 
in the house of a gentile (Rema), since in any city there are 
certainly elderly people and children who are unable to 
escape (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:26). 


With regard to saving a life the Sages did not follow 
the majority - sing any way mpa 1377 XD: With regard 
to saving a life, the principle of majority does not apply. If 
there are nine gentiles and one Jew in a courtyard and one 
individual leaves for another courtyard where a building 
falls on him, such that from a normal halakhic perspective 
he would be considered to be one of the majority, in a 
case of uncertainty concerning a life-threatening situation 
he is considered to be part of the fixed group and there 
is considered to be a fifty-fifty chance that he is Jewish. 
Therefore, one acts in order to save him. However, if all the 
members of a courtyard leave their fixed place, whereupon 
a building collapses on one of them, the principle of major- 
ity does apply. If the majority were gentiles, one does not 
rescue the person trapped under the building. This is how 
the Rambam, Rif, and Rosh interpret this passage (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:2). 


He leaves the coals — *3j31 P32: The Rambam translates 
these unusual Aramaic words to mean that he clears a path 
at the same time as he is occupied with extinguishing the fire. 


Jews and gentiles with regard to saving a life — Diay byw 
nosna: The reason that the Gemara permits violating Shabbat 


only to save Jewish lives is explained later. According to the 
Meiri, anything stated about gentiles in this text is referring 
strictly to idolaters. Gentiles who believe in the unity of God 
are treated like Jews with respect to this issue. 


Majority and fixed location - 413p) 317: When various items 


are mixed together, one follows the majority, as it is likely that 
a random sample will come from the largest group. However, 
when objects are permanently fixed, the sample is distorted 
and one can no longer rely on statistics. In such a case, any 
individual is considered to have an even chance of belonging 
to either group. 
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Most of the them left or some of them left — 037 w73 
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in a fixed location. Therefore, 
ies, and one does not dese- 
But if only some people leave, 


a fixed location still applies. Rashi 
akes the opposite approach. 


Rabbeinu Efrayim explains 


eave, 


others maintain that, wi 


h rega 


HALA 


here are two uncertainties: 


Uncertainty as to whether the Jew remained in his original 
and uncertainty as to whether the 
building fell on him or not. However, the Ra'avad and many 


rd to saving a life, the ruling is 


enient even when there are several uncertainties. 


KHA 


Lineage of a child found in a city - YYa KYW piva Dm: 

If a baby is found in a city in which both Jews and gen- 
tiles live, its status is that of an uncertain gentile, regardless 
of which group is the majority. If such an individual later 
marries a Jewish woman, he must divorce her due to the 
chance that he is not Jewish. If he immerses for the sake 
of conversion, he is considered a Jew (Shulhan Arukh, Even 


HaEzer 4:33). 
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The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach that one does not 
follow the majority in a case where one individual did not remain 
with the group in their courtyard but separated and went to an- 
other courtyard, and a building collapses on him. Lest you say: 
One should follow the principle that whatever is separated froma 
group is considered to have left from the majority, and since there 
was a majority of gentiles there the individual who left the group 
was probably a gentile, and it is not necessary to clear the debris for 
a gentile on Shabbat, therefore it teaches us that with regard to 
uncertainty in a situation of saving a life, one does not follow the 
majority. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rav Asi say that Rabbi 

Yohanan said: If there are nine gentiles and one Jew and a building 
collapses on one of them, if it is in that same courtyard one re- 
moves the debris, but in another courtyard one does not remove 

the debris? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; there is no 

contradiction between the halakhot. This case, where one removes 

the debris, is when they all left for another courtyard and it is clear 
that the Jew was among them. Consequently, the principle of being 
in a fixed location still applies, and it is considered a case of uncer- 
tainty. That other situation is when only a minority of them left for 
the other courtyard, and it is unknown whether the Jew left with 
them." 


The Gemara asks: Did Shmuel actually say this, that one does not 
follow the majority with regard to saving a life? Didn’t we learn in 
a mishna: If one finds an abandoned child in a city and his parents 
are unknown, if the majority of the city are gentiles the child is 
considered a gentile; and if the majority of the city are Jews the 
child is considered a Jew; if the city is composed of half gentiles and 
half Jews, the child is considered a Jew? And Rav said: They taught 
this, that he is a Jew, only with respect to sustaining him but not 
with respect to attributing a lineage to him. One does not say that 
he is definitely Jewish based on the majority. Therefore, with regard 
to the halakhot of marriage, his status remains uncertain. If the 
abandoned child is a girl, she is not permitted to marry a priest, who 
may marry only a woman of certain lineage." 


And Shmuel said: This halakha of the status ofa found child is with 

regard to removing debris from on top of him, implying that if 
there is a majority of gentiles in the city where he is found, one does 

not violate Shabbat by removing the debris from the child to save 

his life. This implies that one does follow the majority in the case of 
saving a life. The Gemara answers: When this statement of Shmuel 

was stated, it was stated with regard to the first halakha. Shmuel’s 

intent was to be lenient, and his statement should be understood as 

follows: If the majority are gentiles, he is a gentile. Shmuel said: 
But with regard to the matter of saving a life it is not so. Rather, 
one saves him based on the uncertainty. 


§ It was taught that if there is a majority of gentiles in the city, a 
foundling is considered to have the status of a gentile. The Gemara 
asks: To what halakha does this statement relate? Rav Pappa said: 
It relates to feeding him non-kosher food. One need not protect 
the child from every prohibition and may even feed him non-kosher 
food, as though he were a gentile. It was further taught: If there is a 
majority of Jews, he is a Jew. The Gemara asks: To what halakha 
does this relate? The Gemara answers: It relates to returning a lost 
object to him. In such a case it is assumed that he is definitely a Jew. 
Consequently, Jews must return lost objects to him, whereas there 
is no obligation to return lost objects to gentiles. 
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It was further stated: If the city is half gentile and half Jewish, 
the foundling has the status of a Jew. The Gemara asks: To what 
halakha does this relate? Reish Lakish said: It is referring to 
halakhot of damages." The Gemara asks: What are the circum- 
stances? If we say that our ox, i.e., an ox belonging to another Jew, 
gored his ox, one could ask: How can he make a claim like a Jew? 
Let him bring proof that he is Jewish, and only then may he take 
the money for damages, since the burden of proof rests upon the 
claimant. Since he cannot prove his Jewish status, he has no 
claim." 


The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary when his innocuous ox, 
which has gored fewer than three times, gored our ox, i.e., an ox 
belonging to a Jew, in which case he gives him half, which is what 
a Jew pays for damages caused by an innocuous ox. However, a 
gentile must make full restitution for the damage caused. The 
foundling” does not pay the other half, which a gentile gives to a 
Jew ifhis ox harms a Jew’s ox. Let him say to the one who suffered 
the damage: Bring proof" that I am not a Jew and take the mon- 
ey. In that case, the burden of proof rests upon the one who suf- 
fered the damage. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: With regard to one upon whom a 
rockslide fell, and there is uncertainty whether he is there under 
the debris or whether he is not there; and there is uncertainty 
whether he is still alive or whether he is dead; and there is uncer- 
tainty whether the person under the debris is a gentile or wheth- 
er he is Jew, one clears the pile from atop him. The Gemara asks: 
What is the mishna saying? Why does it bring three different 
uncertainties to illustrate the principle that one violates Shabbat 
to save a life even in a case of uncertainty? 


The Gemara explains: It is speaking using the style of: Needless 
to say, and the mishna should be understood as follows: Needless 
to say, in a case where it is uncertain whether he is there or not 
there, one removes the debris, since if he is there and he is alive, 
one must clear the debris. But even if it is uncertain whether he 
is alive or dead, one must clear the debris. And needless to say, 
when there is uncertainty whether he is alive or dead, but it is 
certain that he is a Jew, one must clear the debris. Rather, one 
must clear the debris even if there is uncertainty whether he is a 
gentile or a Jew. 


§ The mishna taught: If they found him alive, they continue to 
remove the debris. The Gemara is surprised at this: If they find 
him alive, it is obvious that they remove the debris, since that is 
saving a life. The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach that 
one must desecrate Shabbat for his sake even if it is clear that he 
will live only a short while™ and will die soon after. 


HALAKHA 


A child found ina city - Vya Kyaa piva: Ifa child was found 
in a city of Jews and gentiles and was not converted, nor did 
he convert on his own, then he may be fed non-kosher food 
if the majority of residents of the town are not Jewish. If the 
majority of residents in the town are Jewish, he is treated as a 
Jew and his lost objects must be returned. If the population 
of the town is evenly split, he must be sustained as a Jew and 
rescued from a collapsed building on Shabbat. With regard to 
paying damages, his status is in doubt, and the burden of proof 


rests on the claimant (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
15:22). Other authorities claim that if the majority in the town 
is gentile, the child is rescued from a ruin on Shabbat, but he 
need not be sustained (Tur; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:34). 


Even if he will live only a short while - nyw ay) box: Ifa 
person is found crushed under debris and will survive only a 
short while, one still clears the debris from him on Shabbat 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:4). 


— 
To halakhot of damages - pend: Tosafot ask why the Gemara 
does not explain all the distinctions with regard to the status 
of this foundling in terms of damages. The later commentar- 
ies argue that, according to the opinion that one does not 
follow the majority in monetary matters, such distinctions 
are out of place (Shem Yosef). 


Returning lost objects and paying damages to a gentile — 
nb Ppa aTa naw: The halakhot of returning lost objects 
and paying only half damages caused by an innocuous ox 
are not universal halakhot; rather, they are unique laws given 
to the Jewish people. This is why they do not apply when 
gentiles are involved. 


Bring proof — mRYIYN: Some commentaries add that even 
when there is a legitimate reason to think that the foundling 
is not a Jew, such as when he clearly does not behave like 
a Jew, one still acts based on the majority of Jews (Josefot 
HaRosh). 


A short while - nyw om: The Meiri adds that in the short 
time remaining to him, he may confess his sins, repent, and 
prepare himself for death. One must not deprive him of this 
opportunity. 
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HALAKHA 

One may save a corpse from a fire on Shabbat - nx poxa 
nava npm maT: If there is concern that a dead body 
will be consumed by fire on Shabbat, a loaf of bread or a 
child is placed on it, whereupon it may be removed from 
danger. If such a procedure is not possible, the body may be 
moved normally, but not to a different domain. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:1). 


Check until the nose - inyin ty ptia: Ifa person is found 


in debris on Shabbat, his breathing is checked by examin- 
ing his nose. If he is still breathing, the rescue is continued. 


In that case, it does not matter whether the digging began 
at his head or his feet. This ruling is in accordance with the 
unattributed baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:4). 
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§ The mishna taught: If they found him dead, they should 
leave him. The Gemara is surprised at this: Isn't this also obvi- 
ous? What allowance might there be to desecrate Shabbat for 
the sake of a corpse? The Gemara answers: No, this ruling is 
necessary according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben La- 
kish, as it was taught in a baraita: One may not save a corpse 
from a fire, since one may not violate Shabbat for the sake of 
the dead. Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish said: I heard that one may 
save a corpse from a fire." The Gemara challenges: Even Rab- 
bi Yehuda ben Lakish said this only with regard to a fire be- 
cause a person is agitated over his dead relative, whose body 
might burn in the fire. If you do not permit him to remove the 
corpse he may come to extinguish the fire and transgress a se- 
vere Torah prohibition. However, here, in the case of a rockslide 
or building collapse, if you do not permit him to remove the 
debris, what might he do? In this case, there is no concern of 
Shabbat desecration, and preserving the dignity of the dead 
does not override Shabbat. 


The Rabbis taught: Ifa person is buried under a collapsed build- 
ing, until what point does one check to clarify whether the 
victim is still alive? Until what point is he allowed to continue 
clearing the debris? They said: One clears until the victim's 
nose." If there is no sign of life, i.e., if he is not breathing, he is 
certainly dead. And some say: One clears until the victim's 
heart to check for a heartbeat. If several people are buried and 
one checked and found the upper ones under the debris dead, 
he should not say: The lower ones are likely also already dead, 
and there is no point in continuing to search. There was an in- 
cident where they found the upper ones dead and the lower 
ones alive. 


The Gemara comments: Let us say that the dispute between 
these tanna’im who disagree about checking for signs of life is 
like the dispute between these tanna’im who disagree about 
the formation of the fetus. As it was taught in a baraita: From 
what point is the fetus created? It is from its head, as it is 
stated: “You are He Who took me [gozi] out of my mother’s 
womb” (Psalms 71:6), and it says: “Cut off [gozi] your hair, 
and cast it away” (Jeremiah 7:29). These verses suggest that one 
is created from the head, the place of the hair. Abba Shaul says: 
A person is created from his navel, and he sends his roots in 
every direction until he attains the image of a person. The 
tanna who says that the presence of life is determined based on 
the nose holds in accordance with the opinion of the tanna who 
maintains that the formation of a fetus begins with its head. 
Likewise, the tanna who says the presence of life is determined 
based on the heart holds in accordance with the opinion of the 
one who thinks the formation of a fetus begins with its navel. 


The Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that the formation ofa 
fetus from the navel is the opinion of Abba Shaul, he may nev- 
ertheless require one to check the nose for signs of life. Until 
now, Abba Shaul spoke there only about formation, saying 
that everything is created from its middle; however, as for 
saving a life, even Abba Shaul admits that the main sign of life 
is in the nose, as it is written: “All in whose nostrils was the 
breath of the spirit of life” (Genesis 7:22). 


Rav Pappa said: The dispute with regard to how far to check 
for signs of life applies when the digger begins removing the 
rubble from below, starting with the feet, to above. In such a 
case it is insufficient to check until his heart; rather, one must 
continue removing rubble until he is able to check his nose for 
breath. But if one cleared the rubble from above to below, once 
he checked as far as the victim’s nose he is not required to 
check further, as it is written: “All in whose nostrils was the 
breath of the spirit of life” (Genesis 7:22). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


xppy van DYW va at 123 
gya pn Tw ja why an 
vay bw ina bryn Siagi] nb 
IPX pann muy ja wyb 
mpsh Pan D7993 f TONY mbes 

NAWI ny ANWw Wa) 


ox” AY) bxyaw 921 TY) 
PADY MTID 2T KYD NAI 
wea niwa by pap xa jinn by 
YKI OX Nava ONT MDW 
-ywn ponon TIW Dyin 
mpa: im bo joa i doyr m 
AWI NN TDiTY way 


WN PY DY WON) NPY DT TID 
ooh NPRM DYNN yy by 
Tore) nan bya xn -mam on 
ww ry: gon 927 WON MIN TAIT 

“oa wong 


Perek VIII 
Daf 85 Amud b 


onam bya ay - nin? bax 
pa VIRTA wan W? PAPY mm 
Bia AD SU) ae VAA pN 
apine way mpab vim bp - naw 
righ agg) Tyg 31 Tg NWT N 
DYNN) DINAN IM KIW TDD 
Dx TDT - DRAY DAPR minw 
aning - ton bab nim bp nawn 

DWI my 


Me” iK TT DIA DP 934 
nbn - bab bins rninn ninay 
ap 12 pion pon - rane anb 
wn- rash XT Wp 93” DIK 
Don ony xb) nova mA 

pa 


§ The Gemara relates: It once happened that Rabbi Yishmael, 
and Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya were walking 
on the road, and Levi HaSadar" and Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, were walking respectfully behind 
them, since they were younger and did not walk alongside their 
teachers. This question was asked before them: From where is 
it derived that saving a life" overrides Shabbat? 


Rabbi Yishmael answered and said that it is stated: “Ifa thief be 
found breaking in and be struck so that he dies, there shall be no 
blood-guiltiness for him” (Exodus 22:1). Now, if this is true for 
the thief, where there is uncertainty whether he comes to take 
money or to take lives, and it is known that bloodshed renders 
the land impure, since it is stated about a murderer: “And you 
shall not defile the land” (Numbers 35:34), and it causes the 
Divine Presence to depart from the Jewish people, as the verse 
continues: “In the midst of which I dwell, for I the Lord dwell in 
the midst of the children of Israel” (Numbers 35:34), and even so 
the home owner is permitted to save himself at the cost of the 
thief’s life, then a fortiori saving a life overrides Shabbat. 


Rabbi Akiva answered and said that it is stated: “And if a man 
comes purposefully upon his neighbor to slay him with guile, 
you shall take him from My altar, that he may die” (Exodus 
21:14). The phrase “take him from My altar” implies that if the 
murderer is a priest and comes to perform the service, one does 
not wait for him to do so but takes him to his execution immedi- 
ately. But one should not take him from on top of My altar. If he 
already began the service and is in the midst of it, one does not 
take him down from the altar immediately but instead allows him 
to finish his service. And Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: They taught only that a priest is not removed from 
the altar in order to execute” him for murder, 


but to preserve a life, e.g. if the priest can testify to the innocence 
of one who is sentenced to death, one removes him even from 
on top of My altar, even while he is sacrificing an offering. Just 
as this priest, about whom there is uncertainty whether there 
is substance to his words of testimony or whether there is 
no substance to his words, is taken from the Temple service in 
order to save a life, and Temple service overrides Shabbat, so too, 
a fortiori, saving a life overrides Shabbat. Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya answered and said: Just as the mitzva of circumcision," 
which rectifies only one of the 248 limbs of the body, overrides 
Shabbat, so too, a fortiori, saving one’s whole body, which is 
entirely involved in mitzvot, overrides Shabbat. 


Other tanna’im debated this same issue. Rabbi Yosei, son 

of Rabbi Yehuda, says that it is stated: “But keep my Shabbatot” 
(Exodus 31:13). One might have thought that this applies to 

everyone in all circumstances; therefore, the verse states “but,” 
aterm that restricts and qualifies. It implies that there are circum- 
stances where one must keep Shabbat and circumstances where 

one must desecrate it, i.e., to save a life. Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef 
says that it is stated: “For it is sacred to you” (Exodus 31:14). This 

implies that Shabbat is given into your hands, and you are not 

given to it to die on account of Shabbat. 


NOTES 
Levi HaSadar - 117 nb: Some commentaries explain that 
he arranged mishnayot and was therefore called the ar- 
ranger [sadar]. The Arukh reads this as HaSarad, meaning 
he fashioned plaited garments [bigdei serad] or made lat- 
icework (geonim). 


This question was asked before them - it Threw Torun 
793: This might mean that the students posed the ques- 
ion and their teachers deliberated on the matter. 


From where is it derived that saving a life - mpa pan 
wa): The Sages already sought proofs that the three most 
severe transgressions must be observed even at the cost 
of one's life. This implies that all other mitzvot, including 
Shabbat, may be violated to save a life. Therefore, it must be 
explained that the Gemara previously argued that one may 
save one’s own life by transgressing a mitzva, whereas here 
the Gemara discusses overriding Shabbat to save another 
person's life (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim; Siah Yitzhak). 


To execute — math: Some commentaries explain that this 
phrase as meaning: To give testimony about another's li- 
ability in a capital crime (Meiri). 


NOTES 

Just as the mitzva of circumcision, etc. - 15) na mA: 
Rabbeinu Hananel explains that circumcision, which is per- 
formed on one limb, saves one from death because a person 
who is uncircumcised is liable to receive karet. Furthermore, 
Moses was almost killed by the angel of death because he 
did not circumcise his son (see Exodus 4:24-26). Moses 
was saved by his wife Zipporah, who took a stone and cir- 
cumcised her son. This case is the source for the Gemara'’s 
a fortiori reasoning. 
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NOTES 
And the children of Israel shall keep Shabbat - nw) 
navn nx byw ‘93: It seems that the support for this 
argument is the entire verse, since “the children of Israel 
shall keep Shabbat” so that they will “observe Shabbat” 
in the future. The commentaries note that since saving a 
life overrides Shabbat even when the individual will live 
for only a short while, and even when it is clear that he 
will not be able to observe future Shabbatot, the main 
point here is that it is permitted to desecrate Shabbat for 
the sake of fulfilling the mitzvot (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 


And not that he should die by them - 07a maw xd): 
One must see to it that the mitzvot do not in any way 
cause a person's death. Therefore, both certain and un- 
certain risk to life override the observance of mitzvot (see 
Tosafot). 


Death and Yom Kippur atone - O° 9372 DVJT DiN TA: 
The letter vav in this statement, translated as the word: 
And, may also mean: Or. That is, each one of these atones 
when accompanied by repentance. This is clear from the 
corresponding passage in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


| will sin and Yom Kippur will atone — 153 Di Kung 
3152/2: One who relies on the Judge of the world to atone 
for him, believing that this gives him license to sin, has 
no chance for atonement at all, even on Yom Kippur 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


HALAKHA 


| will sin and | will repent - 1x1 Kon: If one says: | 
will sin and repent, or: | will sin and Yom Kippur will atone, 
he is given no chance to repent (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Teshuva 4:1). 


Transgressions between a person and another - nivay 
ivanb DIX paw: Yom Kippur atones only for transgres- 
sions committed against God, whereas transgressions 
committed against one’s fellow man are not forgiven 
until the sinner rights the wrong and appeases his friend 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 2:9). 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya said: It is stated: “And the children 
of Israel shall keep Shabbat,” to observe Shabbat” (Exodus 
31:16). The Torah said: Desecrate one Shabbat on his behalf so he 
will observe many Shabbatot. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
If I would have been there among those Sages who debated this 
question, I would have said that my proof is preferable to theirs, 
as it states: “You shall keep My statutes and My ordinances, which 
a person shall do and live by them” (Leviticus 18:5), and not that 
he should die by them." In all circumstances, one must take care 
not to die as a result of fulfilling the mitzvot. 


Rava commented on this: All of these arguments have refutations 
except for that of Shmuel, which has no refutation. The Gemara 
explains Rava’s claim: The proof brought by Rabbi Yishmael from 
the thief who breaks in could perhaps be refuted based on the 
principle of Rava, as Rava said: What is the reason for the halakha 
about the thief who breaks in? There is a presumption that while 
a person is being robbed he does not restrain himself with respect 
to his money. And this thief knows that the homeowner will rise 
to oppose him and said to himself from the start: Ifhe rises against 
me, I will kill him. And the Torah states: If a person comes to kill 
you, rise to kill him first. We found a source for saving a life that is 
in certain danger, but from where do we derive that even in a case 
where there is uncertainty as to whether a life is in danger one may 
desecrate Shabbat? Consequently, Rabbi Yishmael’s argument is 
refuted. 


The proof of Rabbi Akiva can also be refuted. He brought the case 
of removing a priest from altar service in order to have him testify 
on another's behalf, since his testimony might acquit the accused 
and save him from execution. But perhaps that halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Abaye, as Abaye said: If the accused 
says he has a witness in his favor, we send a pair of rabbis on his 
behalf to determine if his words of testimony have substance. 
These rabbis would first check that the testimony of the priest 
is substantive before removing him from the altar. If so, we have 
found that one interrupts the Temple service to save a life from 
certain danger, but from where do we derive that one interrupts 
the Temple service when the likelihood of saving life is uncertain? 


And for all the other arguments as well, we have found proofs for 
saving a life from certain danger. But for cases of uncertainty, from 
where do we derive this? For this reason, all the arguments are re- 
futed. However, the proof that Shmuel brought from the verse: 


“And live by them,” which teaches that one should not even puta life 


in possible danger to observe mitzvot, there is certainly no refuta- 
tion. Ravina said, and some say it was Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
who said with regard to this superior proof of Shmuel: One spicy 

pepper is better than a whole basket of squash, since its flavor is 

more powerful than all the others. 


MI S H N A A sin-offering, which atones for unwitting 


performance of transgressions punishable by 
karet, and a definite guilt-offering, which is brought for robbery 
and misuse of consecrated items, atone for those sins. Death and 
Yom Kippur atone" for sins when accompanied by repentance. Re- 
pentance itself atones for minor transgressions, for both positive 
mitzvot and negative mitzvot. And repentance places punishment 
for severe transgressions in abeyance until Yom Kippur comes 
and completely atones for the transgression. With regard to one 
who says: I will sin and then I will repent," I will sin and I will 
repent, Heaven does not provide him the opportunity to repent, 
and he will remain a sinner all his days. With regard to one who says: 
I will sin and Yom Kippur will atone for my sins, Yom Kippur does 
not atone for his sins." Furthermore, for transgressions between 
a person and God, Yom Kippur atones; however, for transgres- 
sions between a person and another," Yom Kippur does not 
atone until he appeases the other person. 
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Similarly, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya taught that point from 

the verse: “From all your sins you shall be cleansed before 

the Lord” (Leviticus 16:30). For transgressions between a 

person and God, Yom Kippur atones; however, for trans- 
gressions between a person and another, Yom Kippur does 

not atone until he appeases the other person. In conclusion, 
Rabbi Akiva said: How fortunate are you, Israel; before 

Whom are you purified," and Who purifies you? It is your 

Father in Heaven, as it is stated: “And I will sprinkle purify- 
ing water upon you, and you shall be purified” (Ezekiel 

36:25). And it says: “The ritual bath of Israel is God” 
(Jeremiah 17:13). Just as a ritual bath purifies the impure, 
so too, the Holy One, Blessed be He, purifies Israel. 


G E M ARA The mishna says that a definite guilt- 


offering atones for sins. The Gemara 
analyzes this: With regard to a definite guilt-offering, yes, it 
does atone for sins. This implies that an uncertain guilt- 
offering" does not. The Gemara asks: But isn’t atonement 
written with regard to it? Why, then, doesn’t it atone? The 
Gemara answers: Those, the sin-offerings and definite guilt- 
offerings, facilitate complete atonement, but an uncertain 
guilt-offering does not facilitate complete atonement. In- 
stead, this offering provides temporary atonement for an indi- 
vidual, to protect him from punishment until he becomes 
aware of his sin and brings the appropriate offering. 


Alternatively, there is this distinction: Nothing else facili- 
tates the atonement of those sin-offerings and definite guilt- 
offerings, whereas something else does facilitate the atone- 
ment of the uncertain guilt-offering, as we learned in a 
mishna: If Yom Kippur passed, those who are obligated to 
bring sin-offerings and definite guilt- offerings are still obli- 
gated to bring their offerings; however, those obligated to 
bring uncertain guilt-offerings are exempt because Yom 
Kippur atoned for them." 


§ It was taught in the mishna that death and Yom Kippur 
atone for sins when accompanied by repentance. The Gemara 
analyzes this: With repentance, yes, they do atone for sins; 
but by themselves, without repentance, they do not. Let us 
say that the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says that for all transgressions in the Torah, 
whether one repented or did not repent, Yom Kippur 
atones, with the exception of rejecting the yoke of Torah and 
mitzvot; and denying the Holy One, Blessed be He; and in- 
terpreting the Torah falsely; and violating the covenant of 
the flesh, i.e., circumcision. In these cases, if one repents Yom 
Kippur atones for his sin, and if one does not repent Yom 
Kippur does not atone for his sin. 


The Gemara rejects this: This is no proof; even if you say 
that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, the mishna can be understood as follows: 
Repentance still requires Yom Kippur in order to complete 
the atonement, whereas Yom Kippur does not require 
repentance but atones even without it. 


HALAKHA 


Atonement of sin-offerings and guilt-offerings - nixen nisa Yom Kippur. However, those liable to bring uncertain guilt- 


ninwes: After Yom Kippur, people are still obligated to bring 
their sin-offerings and definite guilt-offerings incurred before 


offerings are exempt if they do not bring them before Yom 
Kippur (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:9). 


NOTES ——_—_—_———— 
Before Whom are you purified - pinon on 1 nab: 
The phrase: Before Whom are you purified, is referring to 
when the people repent willingly and with knowledge. 
The phrase: And who purifies you, is referring to when God 
helps people repent through mitzvot such as Yom Kippur 
(Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Uncertain guilt-offering - nbn DWY: A sin-offering is 
brought by one who unwittingly violates a prohibition that 
is punishable by karet if violated intentionally. An uncertain 
guilt-offering is brought for transgressions that require one 
to bring a sin-offering, in a case where it is unclear whether 
one actually committed the transgression. For example, if 
one is not sure whether he ate blood or not, he brings an 
uncertain guilt-offering until the facts are clarified. If he 
subsequently learns that he did sin, he brings a sin-offering. 
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NOTES 
A positive mitzva and a negative mitzva —nwyn x) my: 
An ancient dispute exists as to whether a positive mitzva is 
more important than a prohibition (see Ramban and oth- 
ers). The Maharsha explains the positions as follows: Since 
positive mitzvot demand action, they are preferable to 
prohibitions and override them. On the other hand, when 
one transgresses a positive mitzva, he has abstained from 
action, while one who violates a prohibition sins by per- 
forming an action, and therefore his punishment is greater. 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: Repentance itself atones for minor 
transgressions, for both a positive mitzva and for a negative mitz- 
va. The Gemara is surprised at this: Now that it was stated that re- 
pentance atones for a negative mitzva, which is severe and warrants 
lashes, is it necessary to also teach that it atones for a positive 
mitzva, which is more lenient? Rav Yehuda said: This is what it said, 
i.e., the mishna should be understood as follows: Repentance atones 
for a positive mitzva and for a negative mitzva whose violation can 
be rectified by a positive mitzva. One is not punished by a court 
for violating a prohibition for which the Torah prescribes a positive 
act as a corrective measure and which thereby has the same halakha 
as a positive mitzva. 


The Gemara asks: But does repentance not atone for a full-fledged 
negative mitzva? The Gemara raises a contradiction from a sepa- 
rate source: It was taught that these are minor transgressions: A 
positive mitzva and a negative mitzva, 


except for: “You shall not take the name of the Lord, your God, in 
vain” (Exodus 20:6), about which the Torah states: “For God will 
not absolve him who takes His name in vain” (Exodus 20:6). The 
Gemara answers: It is not that this is the only negative mitzva that 
is not a minor transgression; rather, it is: “You shall not take the 
name of the Lord, your God, in vain” and any prohibition similar 
to it, meaning all severe prohibitions that carry punishment by a 
court. 


The Gemara proposes: Come and hear from that which was taught: 
Rabbi Yehuda says: For any sin from “You shall not take the name 

of the Lord, your God, in vain” and below, i.e., prohibitions less 

severe than that, repentance atones. For any sin from “You shall 

not take the name of the Lord, your God, in vain” and above, re- 
pentance suspends punishment and Yom Kippur atones. The 

Gemara rejects this: This does not constitute proof either, since one 

could say that it is referring to: “You shall not take the name of the 

Lord, your God, in vain” and anything similar to it. 


Come and hear from a different source that was taught: Since it was 

stated at Horeb with regard to repentance: “Absolve,” one might 

have thought that even the transgression of: “You shall not take 

the name of the Lord, your God, in vain” is included among them; 

therefore, the verses states: “Will not absolve” (Exodus 20:6). One 

might have thought this is also true for those who are liable for 

violating all other prohibitions; therefore, the verse states: “His 

name.” God does not absolve the one who disrespects His name, 
but He absolves those who are liable for violating all other prohi- 
bitions and repent. This is proof that those who violate all other 
prohibitions are not comparable to one who violates: “You shall not 
take the name of the Lord, your God, in vain.” 


The Gemara answers: This is a dispute between tanna’im, as it was 
taught in a baraita: For what does repentance atone? It atones for 
a positive mitzva and for a negative mitzva" that can be rectified 
through a positive mitzva. And for what does repentance sus- 
pend punishment and Yom Kippur atone? It is for sins punishable 
by karet, and for sins punishable by the death penalty from the 
earthly court, and for full-fledged negative mitzvot. This indicates 
that there is a tanna who distinguishes between prohibitions that 
warrant lashes and those that do not. Therefore, there is a tannaitic 
dispute as to whether or not prohibitions that warrant punishment 
by the courts can be rectified by repentance alone. 
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§ Since the Gemara cited this baraita, it now clarifies part of 
it. The Master said: Since it was stated at Horeb with regard 
to repentance: “Absolve.” The Gemara asks: From where do 
we derive this concept that repentance was mentioned there? 
The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Elazar says: It is not possible to say “absolve” (Exodus 34:7) 
about all transgressions, since “will not absolve” is already 
stated (Exodus 34:7). And it is not possible to say “will 
not absolve,” since “absolve” is already stated. How so? The 
Holy One, Blessed be He, absolves those who repent and 
does not absolve those who do not repent. Therefore, both 
“repentance” and “absolve” were mentioned at Horeb. 


Furthermore, with regard to the topic of repentance, Rabbi 
Matya ben Harash asked Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya when 
Rabbi Elazar was in Rome: Have you heard the teaching that 
there are four distinctions in the process of atonement that 
Rabbi Yishmael would derive? He said to him: They are not 
four but three distinctions, and repentance is necessary with 
each one." 


These are the categories: If one violates a positive mitzva and 
repents," he is forgiven even before he moves from his place, 
i.e. immediately, as it is stated: “Return, you backsliding chil- 
dren, I will heal your backsliding” (Jeremiah 3:22), implying 
that when one repents he is immediately forgiven. If one vio- 
lates a prohibition and repents," repentance suspends his 
punishment and Yom Kippur atones for his sin, as it is stated: 
“For on this day shall atonement be made for you, to purify 
you from all your sins” (Leviticus 16:30). If one commits a 
transgression that warrants karet" or a sin punishable by death 
from the earthly court and then repents, repentance and Yom 
Kippur suspend his punishment, and suffering absolves and 
completes the atonement, as it is stated: “Then will I visit their 


transgression with the rod, and their iniquity with strokes” 


(Psalms 89:33). 


But in the case of one who has caused desecration of God’s 
name," his repentance has no power to suspend punishment, 
nor does Yom Kippur have power to atone for his sin, nor does 
suffering alone have power to absolve him. Rather, all these 
suspend punishment, and death absolves him, as it is stated: 
“And the Lord of Hosts revealed Himself to my ears: This 
iniquity shall not be atoned for until you die” (Isaiah 22:14). 


Q The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances that cause 
desecration of God’s name?" Rav said: For example, in the 
case of someone like me, since I am an important public figure, 
if I take meat from a butcher" and do not give him money 
immediately, people are likely to think that I did not mean to 
pay at all. They would consider me a thief and learn from my 
behavior that one is permitted to steal. Abaye said: They taught 
this statement of Rav only in a place where they do not ask 
for the money, where it is not customary for the butcher himself 
to come and collect payment from the customer. When the 
customer does not pay immediately, people may suspect him 
of theft. But in a place where they ask for the money from the 
customer some time later, we have no problem with doing this. 
Since everyone understands he is buying on credit, he is not 
desecrating God's name. 


Ravina said: My native city of Mehasya is a place where they 
ask for and collect the money. The Gemara relates that when 
Abaye bought meat from two partners, he would give the 
money to this one and half of the money to this one, so that 
each would know that he had paid. And afterward he would 
bring them together and perform the calculation to receive 
his change. 


NOTES 


Absolve and will not absolve - 7p” x mp2: Among the thir- 
teen attributes of compassion, which Moses heard at Horeb, 
is the following phrase: “Keeping mercy to the thousandth 
generation, bearing iniquity and transgression and sin, He 
will absolve and will not absolve” (Exodus 34:7). The trait of 
“He will absolve and will not absolve” should not be viewed 
as an expression of judgment because it appears among the 
traits of compassion, which indicates that it has a dimension 
of compassion, as it implies that God does absolve sinners. Still, 
this compassion is somewhat qualified. The phrase should be 
interpreted to mean: God will not absolve completely, but will 
partially absolve (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


Three distinctions in the process of atonement — mwiby 
Ta pbn: It seems that the Gemara actually describes four 
distinctions. Some commentaries explain that since neglecting 
a positive mitzva requires only repentance, it is therefore not 
counted as a distinct level of atonement (Maharsha). Other 
commentaries write that desecrating God's name is not count- 
ed, since no atonement can be achieved for this sin during a 
person's life (Tosefet Yom Hakippurim). 


Meat from a butcher — xpavn xwa: Some commentaries 
write that the concern here is that people might suspect that 
the butcher gives the rabbi free meat as a bribe, so that he 
will not declare the butcher's animals to be non-kosher when 
questions arise (Mikhtam). 


HALAKHA 


If one violates a positive mitzva and repents - nwy by yay 
aw: If one transgresses a positive mitzva that does not carry a 
punishment of karet and then repents, he is forgiven immedi- 
ately (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 1:4). 


If one violates a prohibition and repents - nya xb by yay 
awn: If one transgresses a prohibition that does not carry a 
punishment of karet or capital punishment and then repents, 
the repentance suspends punishment, but full atonement is 
achieved only on Yom Kippur (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Teshuva 1:4). 


Commits a transgression that warrants karet — nimp by Vay: 
If one violates mitzvot that are punishable by karet or capital 
punishment and repents, the repentance and Yom Kippur sus- 
pend punishment, and the suffering he endures completes 
his atonement (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 1:4) 


Desecration of God’s name - own Ybr: If one desecrates 
the name of God, he does not achieve complete atonement 
until he dies, even if he repents, lives through Yom Kippur, and 
endures suffering (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 1:4) 


What constitutes desecration of God's name — bin wo 
ow: Desecrating God's name includes the case of a Torah 
scholar known for his righteousness doing things that other 
people criticize, even if they are not transgressions, e.g., buy- 
ing something and not paying immediately; buying on credit 
even when one has the money; indulging in conversation and 
frivolity with ignorant people; not speaking kindly to people. 
Depending upon one’s importance, he must be exacting with 
himself and act beyond the letter of the law (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 5:10). 
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NOTES 
May his Master forgive - my mb KW: Some 
explain these words to mean: His Master has 
allowed him, meaning: People see that this 
person performs so many transgressions, it is 
as if he has God's permission to do so (Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan). 


You shall love... make the name of Heaven 
beloved — atkn Daw OW...mITK: Com- 
mentaries have explained the teaching as fol- 
lows: Any person who loves another does not 
demonstrate that through words alone; rather, 
he longs to perform some action that proves 
his affection. With respect to the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, the only way to show one's 
love is to make Him beloved by the people of 
the world (/yyei HaYam). 


HALAKHA 

Sanctifying God’s name — own warp: If a 
scholar is careful about his actions, speaks 
kindly to people, engages in faithful business 
practices, is always occupied with mitzvot, 
and goes beyond the letter of the law in all of 
his deeds to the extent that everyone praises 
and loves him but not to such an extreme that 
he is perceived as being irrational, by doing 
so he sanctifies God's name (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 5:10). 


432 


PEREK VIII: 86A°.1947’N 7D 


DIAN YON PROD NON iaa aN PMD 


IIT poy pon KOD atin Kha 
inaw nang pomana wyanw dp any 
aD -pmyy sa AMINAK (OWT tbn a) 

eho mma nb we eae aN SPT 


-PPOK T NY DANNY KANTI VAY HIY 
NUP NPY, TT by sana Day ow KPY 
inva XT) DNDN pada vawn miw) 
niai OPT mania oy na pA 
in WX AYA bw VIX WK - yoy 
mn aia xy ning ony rKin say 
TaD PITI ON) TANI- TIN iby nibs 
5 TONY Is TINT voy ey Dp 

SamI Ja wes Dew Tin ay 


man vpn ww TV KIPE mn bax 
ra rix- ia ninnix ninan an nan oy 
min maby yard brix min aw noob 
-min abe mbs min nab ia bix 
mar pwin man yeyn popo TADINI 
T” oy aay TD” WINX INT voy) 

PANY? HTN 


awn mbit span (13) NOM 937 TOK 
NIX” sow obiy> MKII TEIP 
“nat Dani onswn 


DIS Iw” 203 71 NWI (73) KAM DT 
2P0P OAS DAW KxIpYNT "DAI 
IIND- pea wp xd Voss KIRN” 

VA -JN 


Ka DIT OVW” IND TI a 
pps nbya se (an) PNA DPN 
anew DWA VYA TS DIDY ANP?) 


Dy- IMB Ten IK MAND - pea NWP NY 


nysaw man mins vb a1 vax ppp 
aw breve maw” aay TID KDI W 
pis 


Rabbi Yohanan said: What is an example of desecration of God's 
name? For example, someone like me, if I would walk four cubits 
without Torah and without phylacteries, and the onlookers did not 
know that it is only on account of my body’s weakness, that would 
be a desecration of God’s name. Yitzhak from the school of Rabbi 
Yannai said: Any case when one’s friends are embarrassed on ac- 
count of his reputation, meaning his friends are embarrassed due 
to things they hear about him, this is a desecration of God’s name. 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: One creates a profanation of God’s 
name, for example, when people say about him: May his Master 
forgive’ so-and-so for the sins he has done. 


Abaye said: As it was taught in a baraita that it is stated: “And you 

shall love the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 6:5), which means 

that you shall make the name of Heaven beloved." How should 

one do so? One should do so in that he should read Torah, and learn 

Mishna, and serve Torah scholars, and he should be pleasant with 

people in his business transactions. What do people say about 

such a person? Fortunate is his father who taught him Torah, for- 
tunate is his teacher who taught him Torah, woe to the people who 

have not studied Torah. So-and-so, who taught him Torah, see 

how pleasant are his ways, how proper are his deeds. The verse 

states about him and others like him: “You are My servant, Israel, 
in whom I will be glorified” (Isaiah 49:3)." 


But one who reads Torah, and learns Mishna, and serves Torah 
scholars, but his business practices are not done faithfully, and he 
does not speak pleasantly with other people, what do people say 
about him? Woe to so-and-so who studied Torah, woe to his father 
who taught him Torah, woe to his teacher who taught him Torah. 
So-and-so who studied Torah, see how destructive are his deeds, 
and how ugly are his ways. About him and others like him the verse 
states that the gentiles will say: “Men said of them: These are the 
people of the Lord, yet they had to leave His land” (Ezekiel 36:20). 
Through their sins and subsequent exile, such people have desecrat- 
ed the name of God. 


§ Further on the topic of repentance, Rabbi Hama bar Hanina said: 
Great is repentance, as it brings healing to the world, as it is stated: 
“I will heal their backsliding, I will love them freely” (Hosea 14:5), 
which teaches that repentance from sin brings healing. 


Rabbi Hama bar Hanina raised a contradiction between two vers- 
es. It is written in one verse: “Return, you backsliding children” 
(Jeremiah 3:22), implying that initially when you sinned, it was only 
because you were backsliding, i.e., rebelling. It was merely an act of 
immaturity and foolishness and could be ignored as if it had never 

happened. But it is written: “I will heal your backsliding” (Jere- 
miah 3:22), implying that He will heal the sin from this point onward, 
and that they are still sinners. He resolved this contradiction, explain- 
ing that this is not difficult: Here, where everything is forgiven as if 
the Jewish people never sinned, it is referring to repentance out of 
love; there, where the sin is still remembered despite the forgiveness 

and repentance, it is referring to repentance out of fear. 


Similarly, Rabbi Yehuda raised a contradiction between two verses. 
It is written: “Return, you backsliding children I will heal your 

backsliding” (Jeremiah 3:22), implying that anyone can achieve 

healing, which is dependent only on repentance. But it also states: 

“Return, O backsliding children, says the Lord, for lama lord to you, 
and I will take you one from a city, and two from a family” 
(Jeremiah 3:14), implying that repentance is available only to certain 

individuals. He resolved the contradiction and explained that this is 

not difficult: Here, it is referring to repentance out of love or fear, 
which few people achieve; there, it referring is repentance through 

suffering, as everyone has thoughts of repentance when they suffer. 
Rabbi Levi said: Great is repentance, as it reaches the heavenly 

throne, as it is stated: “Return, Israel, to the Lord your God” (Ho- 
sea 14:2). This implies that repentance literally reaches to God. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Great is repentance, as it overrides 
even a prohibition of the Torah. How so? As it is stated that 
God said: “... Saying: If a man sends away his wife and she 
goes from him and becomes another man’s, may he return 
to her again? Will not that land be greatly polluted? But you 
have committed adultery with many lovers; and would you 
yet return to Me, said the Lord” (Jeremiah 3:1). Indeed, the 
Torah states: “Her former husband, who sent her away, may not 
take her again to be his wife after she has been made impure’ 
(Deuteronomy 24:4). The relationship between the Jewish 
people and the Holy One, Blessed be He, is compared to that 
between a husband and wife. Just as it is prohibited for an 
adulterous wife to return to her husband, it should be prohib- 
ited for the Jewish people to return to God from their sins, yet 
repentance overrides this prohibition. 


3 


Rabbi Yonatan said: Great is repentance, which hastens 
the redemption, as it is stated: “And a redeemer will come 
to Zion, and to those who repent from transgression in 
Jacob” (Isaiah 59:20). What is the reason that a redeemer will 
come to Zion? It is because there are those who repent from 
transgression in Jacob. 


Reish Lakish said: Great is repentance, as the penitent’s 

intentional sins are counted for him as unwitting trans- 
gressions, as it is stated: “Return, Israel, to the Lord your 
God, for you have stumbled in your iniquity” (Hosea 14:2). 
The Gemara analyzes this: Doesn’t “iniquity” mean an inten- 
tional sin? Yet the prophet calls it stumbling, implying that 
one who repents is considered as though he only stumbled 

accidentally in his transgression. The Gemara asks: Is that so? 

Didn’t Reish Lakish himself say: Great is repentance, as one’s 

intentional sins are counted for him as merits," as it is stated: 
“And when the wicked turns from his wickedness, and does 

that which is lawful and right, he shall live thereby” (Ezekiel 

33:19), and all his deeds, even his transgressions, will become 

praiseworthy? The Gemara reconciles: This is not difficult: 

Here, when one repents out of love, his sins become like mer- 
its; there, when one repents out of fear, his sins are counted as 

unwitting transgressions. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: 
Great is repentance, which lengthens the years of a person’s 
life, as it is stated: “When the wicked man turns from his 
wickedness that he has committed, and does that which is 
lawful and right, he will preserve his life” (Ezekiel 18:27). 


§ Rabbi Yitzhak said: They say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, in 
the name of Rabba bar Mari: Come and see that the attribute 
of flesh and blood is unlike the attribute of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He. With flesh and blood people, if one insults his 
friend with words, it is uncertain whether the victim will be 
appeased by him or will not be appeased by him. And if you 
say he will be appeased, it is still uncertain whether he will 
be appeased by words alone or will not be appeased by words 
alone, and one must try to appease him in other ways. 


NOTES 


One's intentional sins are counted for him as merits - niit sins, and his sins are thereby meritorious (Maharsha). Similarly, 
nya b niwy): Commentaries explained this simply: One who when one overcomes his inclination to commit a sin that he has 
repents out of love is more motivated to occupy himself with committed many times, he rises higher than a one who never 
Torah and mitzvot when he recalls his sins. Consequently, his stumbled. Therefore, it is the sin that gives him the merit of this 
zeal and additional mitzvot are indirectly caused by his previous growth (Josefet Yom HaKippurim). 
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NOTES 


What are the circumstances that demonstrate that 
one has completely repented — 7a1wA bya TID: 
Some commentaries have suggested that only select 
individuals are given the opportunity to test themselves 
in this way (Rambam). When conditions repeat them- 
selves as described, it is a sign from Heaven that one’s 
repentance has been accepted (see Meiri). 


The same time - p} inixa: Rashi explains that this 
means that the opportunity provides itself at the same 
time of year. Other commentaries interpret the phrase: 
At the same time, to mean at the same time of his life, 
when one is still young and has all his energy (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan; Meri; Rambam). 


Confession of sins committed against God - 1 
nipah DIX paw nivay: The reason not to publicize 
one’s repentance is that a sin constitutes an insult to 
God: How could one dare to violate the word of God? 
If the sin was not publicized, one should not announce 
it (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Third and fourth transgressions — 31) why jw: 
Some commentaries claim that this is the case only 
when one repeats the same sin. Others write that it 
holds true even if one commits different transgressions 
(see Maharsha and Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 


HALAKHA 

Complete repentance — 71123 mwy: Complete re- 
pentance is achieved when one is presented with the 
opportunity to repeat the transgression that he that 
he had previously committed, but he restrains himself 
and does not do so. For example, if one sinned with a 
woman, and after some time he is alone with her again 
and remains as physically able to perform as he was 
when he sinned previously, but he refrains and does not 
sin, he has achieved complete repentance (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 2:1). 


Publicizing repentance — 7awmT orp 7S: It is praise- 
worthy for one to repent in public, announce his sins, 
and reveal the transgressions he has committed against 
other people. However, it is inappropriate to publicize 
sins committed against God. The Ra’avad is of the 
opinion that it is appropriate to publicize repentance 
even for a sin committed against God (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadaa, Hilkhot Teshuva 2:5). 


Third and fourth transgressions — »»31) why jw: 

When one's iniquities are tabulated, the first two sins 
are not counted; from the third sin and onward they are 
considered, and then one's merits are weighed against 
his sins. A community's sins are weighed only from the 
fourth sin onward. According to the Ra’avad, repen- 
tance atones for the first sins, even if they are severe. The 
Rosh argues that for the first two or three sins, one gains 
partial atonement; from then on, he is judged more 
severely (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 3:5). 
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But with regard to the Holy One, Blessed be He, if a person 
commits a transgression in private, God is appeased by words, 
as it is stated: “Take with you words and return to God” (Hosea 
14:3). And not only that, but God considers it as though he has 
done a favor for God by repenting, as it is stated: “Accept that 
which is good” (Hosea 14:3). And not only that, but the verse 
ascribes him credit as though he had sacrificed bulls, as it is 
stated: “So we will render for bulls the offering of our lips” 
(Hosea 14:3). Lest you say he is considered only like one who 
offers obligatory bulls, therefore the verse states: “I will heal 
their backsliding, I will love them freely” (Hosea 14:5). Repen- 
tance is considered as though it were the sacrifice of a free-will 
offering. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: Great 
is repentance because the entire world is forgiven on account 
of one individual who repents, as it is stated: “I will heal their 
backsliding, I will love them freely; for My anger has turned 
away from him” (Hosea 14:5). It does not say: From them, 
i.e., from the sinners, but “from him,’ i.e., from that individual. 
Because he repented, everyone will be healed. 


§ With regard to repentance, the Gemara asks: What are the 
circumstances that demonstrate that one has completely 
repented?" Rav Yehuda said: For example, the prohibited 
matter came to his hand a first time and a second time, and 
he was saved from it, thereby proving that he has completely 
repented. Rav Yehuda demonstrated what he meant: If one has 
the opportunity to sin with the same woman he sinned with 
previously, at the same time" and the same place, and everything 
is aligned as it was that first time when he sinned, but this time 
he overcomes his inclination, it proves his repentance is complete, 
and he is forgiven. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav raised a contradiction: It is written: 
“Fortunate is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is 
hidden” (Psalms 32:1), implying that it is inappropriate for one 
to reveal his sins, and it is written: “He who hides his transgres- 
sions shall not prosper” (Proverbs 28:13). He resolved the con- 
tradiction as follows: This is not difficult. Here it is referring to 
a publicized sin; since his sin is public knowledge it is fitting 
for him to also publicize his repentance. There, it is referring to 
a sin that is not publicized, in which case it is inappropriate to 
publicize one’s repentance. Rav Zutra bar Toviya said that Rav 
Nahman said: Here, it is referring to sins a person commits 
against another; he must publicize his repentance so that those 
who hear him may persuade the other to forgive him. There, it is 
referring to sins a person commits against God, in which case 
he need not repent publicly. 


§ It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says: 
When a person commits a transgression the first time, he is 
forgiven; a second time, he is forgiven; a third time, he is for- 
given; but the fourth time, he is not forgiven, as it is stated: 
“Thus said the Lord: For three transgressions of Israel, but for 
four I will not reverse it” (Amos 2:6). And it says: “All these 
things does God do twice or three times with a man” (Job 
33:29). 


The Gemara asks: What is: And it says? Why did he need to bring 

an additional biblical proof when the first verse seems to suffice? 

The Gemara explains: Lest you say that this statement that the 

Holy One, Blessed be He, forgives easily the first three times 

applies to a community but not to an individual, come and 

hear proof from another verse that states: “All these things does 

God do twice or three times with a man,” implying that this so 

even for an individual. From this point onward, he is not for- 
given, as it is stated: “For three transgressions of Israel, but for 

four I will not reverse it?™" 
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§ The Sages taught in the Tosefta: With regard to transgressions 
that one confessed" on this Yom Kippur, he should not confess 
them on another Yom Kippur, since he has already been for- 
given. But if he repeated those same transgressions during 
the year, he must confess them again on another Yom Kippur. 
And if he did not repeat them but did confess them again, 
about him the verse states: “As a dog that returns to its vomit, 
so is a fool who repeats his folly” (Proverbs 26:11), since it is 
inappropriate to go back and mention one’ earlier sins. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: If one confesses in subsequent 
years, all the more so is he praiseworthy, as he remembers his 

earlier sins and is thereby humbled, as it is stated: “For I know 
my transgressions; and my sin is ever before me” (Psalms 

51:5). But how do I establish the meaning of the verse: “Like a 

dog that returns to its vomit”? It may be established in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Huna, as Rav Huna said: When 

a person commits a transgression and repeats it, it is permit- 
ted to him. The Gemara is surprised at this: Can it enter your 

mind that it is permitted to him because he has sinned twice? 

Rather, say it becomes to him as if it were permitted. 


Furthermore, during confession, one must detail the sin" he 
committed and not suffice with a general admission of sin, as it 
is stated: “And Moses returned to the Lord and said: Please, this 
people have sinned a great sin, and have made themselves a 
god of gold” (Exodus 32:31); this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava. Rabbi Akiva says that the verse states: “For- 
tunate is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is 
hidden” (Psalms 32:1), which teaches that one need not detail 
his sins. But what is the meaning of that which Moses said: “And 
have made themselves a god of gold” (Exodus 32:31)? It should 
be understood in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yan- 
nai, as Rabbi Yannai said: Moses said before the Holy One, 
Blessed be He: Master of the universe, it is the silver and gold 
that you gave to the Jewish people in abundance, until they 
said: Enough, which caused them to make a god of gold. Con- 
sequently, the phrase: “And have made themselves a god of gold,” 
is not a description of the sin but an explanation and justification 
of it. 


It is said that two good leaders arose for the Jewish people: 
Moses and David. Moses said: Let my disgrace be written, i.e., 
may the sin I committed be written explicitly, as it is stated: 


“Because you did not believe in Me, to sanctify Me” (Numbers 


20:12). In contrast, David said: Let my disgrace not be written, 
as itis stated: “Fortunate is he whose transgression is forgiven, 
whose sin is hidden” (Psalms 32:1). 


The Gemara explains: A parable with regard to Moses and David 
shows to what this may be compared. It may be compared to 
two women who were flogged in court for their sins. One of 
them sinned by engaging in forbidden relations, and one ate 
unripe figs of the Sabbatical Year" although they are forbid- 
den. The woman who ate the unripe figs of the Sabbatical Year 
said to the court: Please publicize the sin for which I am being 
flogged, so that people will not say that what that woman is 
being flogged for is also what this woman is being flogged 
for. They brought unripe figs of the Sabbatical Year, and hung 
them around her neck, and announced before her, saying: She 
is receiving lashes on account of the Sabbatical Year. Moses 
requested that his sin be publicized so that people would not 
think that he committed the same sins as the members of his 
generation, i.e., the Golden Calf and the report of the spies. 


HALAKHA 


Transgressions that one confessed - annn nivay 
hy: Transgressions that one confessed last Yom Kip- 
pur and did not repeat may be confessed again. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov, about whom the Gemara says (Yevamot 49b) 
that his teachings are few but clean of error (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 607:4). 


Detailing the sin — xbmt vna: One who repents and 
confesses his sins need not detail them but may do so 
if he wishes. If one confesses quietly, it is appropriate 
to detail the sin. As for the alphabetical confession that 
appears in the Yom Kippur prayers, since everyone says 
this, it is not considered a detailed account of one’s sins 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 607:2 and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


NOTES 


Ate unripe figs of the Sabbatical Year — 35 Tyv 
TIW: It is certainly permitted to eat fruits of the Sab- 
batical Year. However, if one ate them before their proper 
time it is not considered eating them but destroying 
them, and it is prohibited to actively destroy fruit of the 
Sabbatical Year. Consequently, one who eats unripe figs 
of the Sabbatical Year is flogged. The commentaries de- 
bate the details of this prohibition (see Megillat Esther, a 
commentary on the Rambam's Sefer HaMitzvot). Some 
commentaries argue that in this case lashes are rabbini- 
cally mandated. 
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NOTES 
One exposes the hypocrites — paya x pap IIa: One must 
expose those who are known to act differently than how they 
present themselves although there are no witnesses to their 
sins (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Authority buries one who owns it - pwa Mapa mw: 
Power shortens a one’s life, and one who rises to authority dies 
young, before his natural time. 


Perek VIII 
Daf 87 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


A line of people [ambuha] - 137%: Apparently from the 
Middle Persian ambuh, meaning many or a large crowd. 
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Furthermore, they said: One exposes the hypocrites" due to 
the desecration of God’s name, so others will not think that 
they are truly righteous and that their deeds bear imitating, as 
it is stated: “When a righteous man turns from his righteous- 
ness and commits iniquity, I will lay a stumbling block before 
him” (Ezekiel 3:20). That is, when people do not know that 
someone is wicked to the core, he causes other people to err and 
this desecrates the name of God when it is revealed. The repen- 
tance of utterly wicked people prevents suffering from coming 
upon them. And although the sentence of judgment has al- 
ready been signed against them for suffering, their repentance 
prevents them from being punished. 


The tranquility of the wicked is ultimately their destruction, 
as in their contentment they sit and think about forbidden mat- 
ters. And authority buries one who owns it." He was naked 
when he entered into power, and he will be naked when he 
leaves it, and if only his exit would be like his entrance, with- 
out sin and added iniquity. The Gemara relates: When Rav 
would leave his home to go to court to judge cases, he would 
say this of himself: Of his own will, he goes to die, because a 
judge who misjudges a case is liable to death at the hand of 
Heaven; and he does not fulfill the will of his household and 
he goes empty-handed to his household, because a judge does 
not receive a salary; and if only his entrance would be like his 
exit, without sin or transgression. 


When Rava would go to judge, he would say this of himself: 


Ofhis own will, he goes to die; and he does not fulfill the will 
of his household, and he goes empty-handed to his house- 
hold; and if only his entrance would be like his exit. And 
when he saw a line of people [ambuha]' following after him 
out of respect for him, he said: “Though his excellency ascends 
to the heavens, and his head reaches to the clouds, yet he shall 
perish forever like his own dung; they who have seen him will 
say: Where is he?” (Job 20:6-7). This teaches that when one 
achieves power, it can lead to his downfall. When they would 
carry Rav Zutra on their shoulders during the Shabbat of the 
Festival when he taught, he would recite the following to avoid 
becoming arrogant: “For power is not forever, and does the 
crown endure for all generations?” (Proverbs 27:24). 


§ It was further taught: “It is not good to respect the person 
of the wicked” (Proverbs 18:5), meaning, it is not good for 
wicked people when they are respected in this world and are 
not punished their sins. For example, it was not good for Ahab 
to be respected in this world, as it is stated: “Because he 
humbled himself before Me, I will not bring the evil in his 
days” (1 Kings 21:29), and Ahab thereby lost his share in the 
World-to-Come. 


The opposite is also true. The complete verse states: “It is not 

good to respect the person of the wicked, to turn aside the 

righteous in judgment” (Proverbs 18:5), meaning: It is good 

for the righteous when they are not respected in this world 

and are punished in this world for their sins. For example, it was 

good for Moses that he was not respected in this world, as it 

is stated: “Because you did not believe in Me, to sanctify Me” 
(Numbers 20:12). The Gemara analyzes this: Had you believed 

in Me, your time still would not have come to depart the 

world. 
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They said: Fortunate are the righteous because not only do they 
accumulate merit for themselves, but they accumulate merit for 
their children and their children’s children until the end of all 
generations; as there were several sons of Aaron who essen- 
tially deserved to be burned like Nadav and Avihu, as it is 
stated: “The sons of Aaron who were left” (Leviticus 10:16), 
implying that others were left as well although they deserved to 
be burned with their brothers. But the merit of their father 
protected them, and they and their descendants were priests for 
all time. 


On the other hand: Woe to the wicked, as not only do they 
render themselves liable, but they also render their children 
and children’s children liable until the end of all generations. 
For example, Canaan had many children who deserved to 
be ordained as rabbis and instructors of the public due to their 
great stature in Torah study, like Tavi,’ the servant of Rabban 
Gamliel, who was famous for his wisdom; but their father’s 
liability caused them to remain as slaves. 


Furthermore: Whoever accumulates merit for the public will 
not have sin come to his hand, and God protects him from fail- 
ing; but whoever causes the public to sin" has almost no abil- 
ity to repent. The Gemara explains: What is the reason that 
whoever accumulates merit for the public will not have sin 
come to his hand? It is so that he will not be in Gehenna while 
his students are in the Garden of Eden, as it is stated: “For You 
will not abandon my soul to the nether-world; neither will You 
suffer Your godly one to see the pit” (Psalms 16:10). On the 
other hand, whoever causes the public to sin has almost no 
ability to repent, so that he will not be in the Garden of Eden 
while his students are in Gehenna, as it is stated: “A man who 
is laden with the blood of any person shall hasten his steps 
to the pit; none will support him” (Proverbs 28:17). Since he 
oppressed others and caused them to sin, he shall have no escape. 


§ The Gemara returns to interpreting the mishna. It states there 
that one who says: I will sin and I will repent,” I will sin and 
I will repent, is not given the opportunity to repent. The Gemara 
asks: Why do I need the mishna to say twice: I will sin and I 
will repent, I will sin and repent? The Gemara explains that this 
is in accordance with that which Rav Huna said that Rav said, 
as Rav Huna said that Rav said: Once a person commits a 
transgression and repeats it, it becomes permitted to him. The 
Gemara is surprised at this: Can it enter your mind that it be- 
comes permitted to him? Rather, say that it becomes to him 
as though it were permitted. Consequently, the sinner who re- 
peats his sin has difficulty abandoning his sin, and the repetition 
of his sin is reflected in the repetition of the phrase. 


It is stated in the mishna that if one says: I will sin and Yom 
Kippur will atone for my sins, Yom Kippur does not atone for 
his sins. The Gemara comments: Let us say that the mishna is 
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 
Yom Kippur atones for all transgressions of the Torah, wheth- 
er one repented or did not repent. The Gemara answers: Even 
if you say that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, it is different when it is on the basis of 
being permitted to sin. Even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi agrees that 
Yom Kippur does not atone for the transgressions one commits 
only because he knows that Yom Kippur will atone for them. 


Tavi - 0: Tavi was the servant of Rabban Gamliel in Yavne, 
and he was famous for his skills and scholarship. He is greatly 
praised by Rabban Gamliel and other Sages. There is an ex- 
traordinary statement made by Rabbi Eliezer ben Azarya that 
were it not for the curse given to the descendants of Canaan, 
Tavi would certainly be relaxing as Rabbi Eliezer served him. 


PERSONALITIES 


At a certain point, Rabban Gamliel sought a way to release 
Tavi from servitude, but he failed to do so due to the prohi- 
bition against freeing a Canaanite slave. Upon Tavi’s death, 
Rabban Gamliel mourned as he would for a close relative and 
said: He was unlike any other servant; he was fit to join the 
Jewish people. 


HALAKHA 
Causes the public to sin — Data nie wyma: The Holy 
One, Blessed be He, does not allow one who has caused 
the public to sin the opportunity to repent (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 4:1). 


NOTES 


One who says | will sin and | will repent - Yny Wit 
awe: Commentaries debate whether this applies only 
when one says: | will sin and repent, twice. Perhaps when 
he repeats it, that itself is indicative that the sin is habitual 
(see Lehem Mishne on Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Teshuva 4:1). 
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NOTES 

Who shall entreat [yitpallel] for him — 11a Tham n: 
aharsha writes that the dispute is not about the 
meaning of the root pll; everyone agrees that yit- 
pallel refers to prayer and forgiveness and that pillel, 
he base form of the word ufllelo, refers to judgment. 
Rather, he offers an alternative explanation: The Ge- 
mara teaches that for a sin between people, once a 
court has imposed punishment the injured party will 
hopefully agree to forgive the sinner. The Gemara 
hen challenges this notion by quoting the end of the 
verse, which implies that if one sins against God he 
will not be granted forgiveness. The Gemara suggests 
instead that one should be granted forgiveness for a 
sin against God by receiving a punishment from the 
court. The Gemara concludes by answering that even 
after the court has imposed their punishment, atone- 
ment for a sin against God is only achieved through 
repentance and prayer. 


More than three times — nav vown anit: The proof 
comes from the words of the verse: “And now, please 
forgive.” Once one has asked three times, he must be 
forgiven, since he does not need to ask again (Josefet 
Yom HaKippurim). 


Rabbi Abba heard, etc. — ^3) Kats 921 paw: It seems 
that Rabbi Abba interpreted the term hitrapes as 
related to the word refes, meaning mud. Since his 
household treated Rabbi Yirmeya like mud, he had to 
ask his forgiveness (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


HALAKHA 


One who angered his friend verbally - tan bap 
01273: Yom Kippur does not atone for sins commit- 
ted against another person. If one insulted another 
person, he must make three attempts to appease 
him, and each time he should take three people with 
him in order to apologize in front of them. If the other 
refuses to be appeased, he need not try again, but 
should declare before ten people that he tried to 
apologize and was rebuffed (Rema, citing Mordekhai). 
If he insulted his teacher, he must keep trying until 
his teacher is appeased. It is appropriate for the in- 
sulted party to forgive, unless his refusal to forgive 
is for the benefit of the one asking forgiveness. One 
is not required to forgive defamation (Rema, citing 
Mordekhai and Sefer Mitzvot Gadol; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 606:1). 


He stands ten people at his grave -by my mY 
$y: If a person against whom one sinned has died, 
one should bring ten people and stand them by his 
grave and say: | sinned against God and this man, so- 
and-so (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 606:2). 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: Yom Kippur atones for sins committed 
against God but does not atone for sins committed against another 
person. Rav Yosef bar Havu raised a contradiction before Rabbi 
Abbahu: The mishna states that Yom Kippur does not atone for 
sins committed against a fellow person, but isn’t it written: “If one 
man sin against another, God [Elohim] shall judge him [ufilelo]” 
(1 Samuel 2:25). The word ufilelo, which may also refer to prayer, implies 
that if he prays, God will grant the sinner forgiveness. He answered 
him: Who is Elohim mentioned in the verse? It is referring to a judge 
[elohim] and not to God, and the word ufilelo in the verse indicates 
judgment. Atonement occurs only after justice has been done toward 
the injured party by means of a court ruling. 


Rav Yosef bar Havu said to him: If so, say the following with regard to 
the latter clause of the verse: “But ifa man sin against the Lord, who 
shall entreat [yitpallel] for him?” (1 Samuel 2:25). This is difficult, 
since it has been established that the root pll is interpreted in this verse 
as indicating judgment, and therefore the latter clause of the verse 
implies that if one sins toward God there is no one to judge him. Rabbi 
Abbahu answered him: This is what the verse is saying: If one man 
sins against another, God [Elohim] shall forgive him [ufilelo]; if 
the sinner appeases the person against whom he has sinned, he will 
be forgiven. But if a man sin against the Lord, who shall entreat 
[yitpallel] for him?" Repentance and good deeds. The root pll is to 
be interpreted as indicating forgiveness rather than judgment. 


§ Rabbi Yitzhak said: One who angers his friend, even only 
verbally," must appease him, as it is stated: “My son, if you have 
become a guarantor for your neighbor, if you have struck your 
hands for a stranger, you are snared by the words of your mouth... 
Do this now, my son, and deliver yourself, seeing you have come 
into the hand of your neighbor. Go, humble yourself [hitrapes] and 
urge [rehav] your neighbor” (Proverbs 6:1-3). This should be under- 
stood as follows: If you have money that you owe him, open the palm 
of [hater pisat] your hand to your neighbor and pay the money that 
you owe; and if not, if you have sinned against him verbally, increase 
[harbe] friends for him, i.e., send many people as your messengers to 
ask him for forgiveness. 


Rav Hisda said: And one must appease the one he has insulted with 
three rows of three people, as it is stated: “He comes [yashor] before 
men, and says: I have sinned, and perverted that which was right, 
and it profited me not” (Job 33:27). Rav Hisda interprets the word 
yashor as related to the word shura, row. The verse mentions sin three 
times: I have sinned, and perverted, and it profited me not. This implies 
that one should make three rows before the person from whom he is 
asking forgiveness. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: Anyone who asks forgiveness of his 
friend should not ask more than three times," as it is stated: “Please, 
please forgive the transgression of your brothers and their sin, for they 
did evil to you. And now, please forgive” (Genesis 50:17). The verse 
uses the word please three times, which shows that one need not ask 
more than three times, after which the insulted friend must be ap- 
peased and forgive. And if the insulted friend dies before he can be 
appeased, one brings ten people, and stands them at the grave" of 
the insulted friend, and says in front of them: I have sinned against 
the Lord, the God of Israel, and against so-and-so whom I wounded. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya insulted Rabbi Abba, causing 
the latter to have a complaint against him. Rabbi Yirmeya went and 
sat at the threshold of Rabbi Abba’s house to beg him for forgiveness. 
When Rabbi Abba’s maid poured out the dirty water from the house, 
the stream of water landed on Rabbi Yirmeya’s head. He said about 
himself: They have made me into a trash heap, as they are pouring 
dirty water on me. He recited this verse about himself: “Who lifts up 
the needy out of the trash heap” (Psalms 113:7). Rabbi Abba heard" 
what happened and went out to greet him. Rabbi Abba said to him: 
Now I must go out to appease you for this insult, as it is written: “Go, 
humble yourself [hitrapes] and urge your neighbor” (Proverbs 6:3). 
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It is related that when Rabbi Zeira had a complaint against a 
person who insulted him, he would pace back and forth before 
him and present himself, so that the person could come and 
appease him. Rabbi Zeira made himself available so that it 
would be easy for the other person to apologize to him. 


It is further related that Rav had a complaint against a certain 
butcher who insulted him. The butcher did not come before 
him to apologize. On Yom Kippur eve, Rav said: I will go 
and appease him. He met his student Rav Huna, who said to 
him: Where is my Master going? He said to him: I am going 
to appease so-and-so. Rav Huna called Rav by his name and 
said: Abba is going to kill a person, for surely that person’s end 
will not be good. Rav went and stood by him. He found the 
butcher sitting and splitting the head of an animal. The butch- 
er raised his eyes and saw him. He said to him: Are you Abba? 
Go, I have nothing to say to you. While he was splitting the 
head, one of the bones of the head flew out and struck him 
in the throat and killed him, thereby fulfilling Rav Huna’s 
prediction. 


The Gemara further relates: Rav was reciting the Torah portion 
before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rabbi Hiyya, Rav’s uncle and teacher, came in, whereupon Rav 
returned to the beginning of the portion and began to read it 
again. Afterward, bar Kappara came in, and Rav returned to 
the beginning of the portion out of respect for bar Kappara. 
Then Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, came in, 
and he returned again to the beginning of the portion. Then, 
Rabbi Hanina bar Hama came in, and Rav said to himself: 
Shall I go back and read so many times? He did not return 
but continued from where he was. Rabbi Hanina was offended 
because Rav showed that he was less important than the 
others. Rav went before Rabbi Hanina on Yom Kippur eve 
every year for thirteen years to appease him, but he would not 
be appeased. 


The Gemara asks: How could Rav act this way? Didn’t Rabbi 
Yosei bar Hanina say: Anyone who requests forgiveness from 
another should not ask more than three times? The Gemara 
answers: Rav is different,’ since he was very pious and forced 
himself to act beyond the letter of the law. The Gemara asks: 
And how could Rabbi Hanina act this way and refuse to for- 
give Rav, though he asked many times? Didn’t Rava say: With 
regard to anyone who suppresses his honor and forgives some- 
one for hurting him, God pardons all his sins? 


The Gemara explains: Rather, this is what happened: Rabbi 
Hanina saw in a dream that Rav was being hung on a palm 
tree, and he learned as a tradition that anyone about whom 
there is a dream in which he was being hung on a palm tree 
will become the head of a yeshiva. He said: Learn from this 
that providence has decreed that he must eventually become 
the head of the yeshiva. Therefore, I will not be appeased, so 
that he will have to go and study Torah in Babylonia. He was 
conscious of the principle that one kingdom cannot overlap 
with another, and he knew that once Rav was appointed leader, 
he, Rabbi Hanina, would have to abdicate his own position or 
die. Therefore, he delayed being appeased, so that Rav would 
go to Babylonia and be appointed there as head of the yeshiva. 
In this way, the dream would be fulfilled, as Rav would indeed 
be appointed as head of a yeshiva, but since he would be in 
Babylonia, Rabbi Hanina would not lose his own position. 


— NOTES —HH—— 
Had a complaint - xop mb mM: It seems that this was a 
quarrel where both men said harsh words. Although it was 
appropriate for the butcher to apologize, Rav suspected that 
he had hurt the butcher more, and therefore he went to ap- 
pease him (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim). 


NOTES 
Rav is different — 3x% 37: Many early commentaries cite the 
following version of the text: It is different for his teacher. Even 
though they were contemporaries, Rabbi Hanina was consid- 
ered like Rav’s teacher, and one who sins against his teacher 
must continue to ask forgiveness until he is forgiven. 
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HALAKHA 
Confession...when darkness falls - nawn ov...171; One 
must confess during the afternoon prayer on Yom Kippur 
eve, before the final meal preceding the fast. An individual 
says his confession after his prayer, but the prayer leader 
does not say it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 607:1 and in 
the comment of the Rema). 


Confession while standing — mmaya 91791: One must con- 


fess while standing. When he hears the confession from the 
prayer leader, he should stand and repeat the confession 
along with the prayer leader (Rema, citing Rabbeinu Nissim; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 607:3). 
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§ The Sages taught: The main mitzva of confession is on 
Yom Kippur eve when darkness falls." But the Sages said: 
One should also confess on Yom Kippur eve before he eats 
and drinks at his last meal before the fast lest he become 
confused" at the meal, due to the abundance of food and 
drink, and be unable to confess afterward. And although one 
confessed before he ate and drank, he confesses again after 
he eats and drinks, as perhaps he committed some sin dur- 
ing the meal itself. And although one confessed during the 
evening prayer on the night of Yom Kippur, he should con- 
fess again during the morning prayer. Likewise, although one 
confessed during the morning prayer, he should still confess 
during the additional prayer. Similarly, although one con- 
fessed during the additional prayer, he should also confess 
during the afternoon prayer; and although one confessed 
during the afternoon prayer, he should confess again during 
the closing prayer [ne’ila]." 


And where in the Yom Kippur prayers does one say the con- 
fession? An individual says it after his Amida prayer, and the 
prayer leader says it in the middle of the Amida prayer." The 
Gemara asks: What does one say; what is the liturgy of the 
confession? Rav said: One says the prayer that begins: You 
know the mysteries of the universe, in accordance with the 
standard liturgy. And Shmuel said that the prayer begins with: 
From the depths of the heart. And Levi said that it begins: 
And in your Torah it is written, saying, and one then recites 
the forgiveness achieved by Yom Kippur as stated in the Torah. 
Rabbi Yohanan said that it begins: Master of the Universe. 


Rabbi Yehuda said that one says: For our iniquities are too 

many to count and our sins are too great to number. Rav 
Hamnuna said: This is the liturgy of the confession: My God, 
before I was formed I was unworthy. Now that I have been 
formed, it is as if I had not been formed. I am dust while 

alive, how much more so when I am dead. See, I am before 

You like a vessel filled with shame and disgrace. May it be 

Your will that I may sin no more, and as for the sins I have 

committed before You, erase them in Your compassion, but 

not by suffering. The Gemara comments: This is the confes- 
sion that Rava used all year long; and it was the confession 

that Rav Hamnuna Zuta used on Yom Kippur. 


Mar Zutra said: We said only that one must follow all these 
versions when he did not say the words: But we have sinned. 
However, ifhe said the words: But we have sinned, he need 
not say anything further because that is the essential part of 
the confession. As bar Hamdudei said: I was standing before 
Shmuel and he was sitting; and when the prayer leader 
reached the words: But we have sinned, Shmuel stood. Bar 
Hamdudei said: Learn from here that this is the main part 
of the confession, and Shmuel stood up to emphasize the 
significance of these words." 


NOTES 


He become confused — iny gyn: The Rambam explains, 


based on the version of the text he had, that the concern is that 
one might choke during his meal and not manage to confess. 


Indeed, several communities added other abbreviated con- 
fessions, e.g., specific prayers such as Tefilla Zakka and others, 


which are recited after the last meal before the fast (see Tosefet 
Yom HaKippurim). 


Closing prayer [neʻila] 
the Rabbis disagree whether this prayer should be said when 
the Temple gates are locked at the end of the day's service, or 


- ayy nbvon: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 


when the gates of Heaven are locked at sunset. Either possibility 
explains the name of this prayer. 


Confession of an individual and a congregation — “pr? 171 
ayy: Some commentaries explain the reason for this distinc- 
tion as follows. The individual must confess after his prayer in 
case he did not pray with the proper focus, in which case he 
must also confess the sin of praying without focus. However, 
a congregation fulfills its obligation by following the prayer 
of the leader, and if its confessions are recited after the prayer, 
people might not pay sufficient attention to the words (Josefet 
Yom HaKippurim). 
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§ We learned in a mishna there, in tractate Ta‘anit: At three times in 
the year, priests raise their hands to recite the priestly benediction 
four times in a single day:" In the morning prayer, in the additional 
prayer, in the afternoon prayer, and at the closing [ne’ila] of the gates. 
And these are the three times in the year: During communal fasts 
for lack of rain, on which the ne’ila prayer is recited; and during 
non-priestly watches [ma‘amadot], when the Israelite members of 
the guard parallel to the priestly watch come and read the account of 
Creation (see Ta anit 26a); and on Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara asks: Whatis the closing of the gates, i.e., the ne’ila prayer? 
Rav said: It is an added prayer of Amida. And Shmuel said: It is not 
a full prayer but only a confession that begins with the words: What 
are we, what are our lives? The Gemara raises an objection to this 
from a baraita, as it was taught: On the night of Yom Kippur, one prays 
seven blessings in the Amida prayer and confesses; during the morn- 
ing prayer, one prays seven blessings and confesses; during the ad- 
ditional prayer, one prays seven blessings and confesses; during the 
afternoon prayer, one prays seven blessings and confesses; and dur- 
ing the ne’ila prayer, one prays seven blessings and confesses. This 
concurs with Rav’s opinion that ne’ila is an added prayer. 


This is a dispute between tanna’im" They all agree that ne’ila is an 
added prayer but disagree about the obligation to confess at the ne’ila 
prayer, as it was taught in a baraita: At the end of Yom Kippur, as 
darkness falls, one prays seven blessings of the Amida and confesses 
and ends with the confession; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
And the Rabbis say: He prays seven blessings of the Amida, and if he 
wishes to end his prayer with a confession, he ends it in this way. The 
Gemara says: If so, this is a refutation of the opinion of Shmuel, since 
all agree that ne’ila is a complete prayer. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
it is a conclusive refutation. 


The Gemara relates: Ulla bar Rav went down to lead the ne’ila prayer 
before Rava, who was in the synagogue. He opened the prayer with: 
You have chosen us, and he concluded with: What are we, what are 
our lives? And Rava praised him. Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said: 
And an individual says it after his Amida prayer. The individual says 
the confession after his Amida prayer, not within the Amida prayer as 
the prayer leader does. 


Rav said: The ne’ila prayer exempts one from the evening prayer." 
Since one recited an added prayer after the afternoon prayer, when 
darkness fell, it serves as the evening prayer." The Gemara comments 
that Rav conforms to his line of reasoning above, as he said: It is an 
added prayer, and since he has prayed it he needs no further prayer 
in the evening. 


The Gemara is surprised at this: And did Rav actually say this? Didn’t 
Rav say: The halakha is in accordance with the statement of the one 
who says that the evening prayer is optional?" If it is optional, why 
would Rav use the term exempt? One is exempt even ifhe does not pray 
the closing prayer. The Gemara answers: He said this in accordance 
with the statement of the one who says that the evening prayer is 
mandatory. Even according to the opinion that maintains that the 
evening prayer is mandatory, if one recites ne’ila, he has fulfilled his 
obligation to recite the evening prayer. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which we learned in a 
baraita: During the evening after Yom Kippur, one prays seven bless- 
ings in the Amida and confesses; during the morning prayer, one prays 
seven blessings in the Amida and confesses; during the additional 
prayer, one prays seven blessings in the Amida and confesses; during 
ne’ila one prays seven blessings in the Amida and confesses; and dur- 
ing the evening prayer, one prays seven blessings in an abridged 
version of the eighteen blessings of the weekday Amida prayer. One 
recites the first three blessings, the final three, and a middle blessing 
that includes an abbreviated form of the other weekday blessings. Rab- 
bi Hanina ben Gamliel says in the name of his ancestors: One prays 
the full eighteen blessings of the weekday Amida prayer as usual, 


HALAKHA 

Raising hands on Yom Kippur - ota O53 NKW) 
Da7: In Eretz Yisrael the custom is for priests to re- 
cite the priestly benediction on Yom Kippur during the 
morning prayer, the additional prayer, and during neila, 
which is why neiia is recited while it is still daytime. The 
custom is not to bless the people during the afternoon 
prayer. Outside of Eretz Yisrael this benediction is not 
said during nella (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:44 
in the comment of the Rema, 129:1, 622:4). 


Ne‘ila and the evening prayer - maw) myy: After 
Yom Kippur one must say the evening prayer, which 
includes havdala in the blessing of: Who graciously 
grants knowledge. Contrary to Rav’s opinion, neila 
does not exempt one from reciting the evening prayer 
(Tur, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 62471). 


Evening prayer is optional — mw may: According 
to the Rambam, the Jewish people took upon them- 
selves the obligation of the evening prayer. Neverthe- 
less, this service does not have the same status as the 
other prayers, which are mandatory (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 1:6). 


NOTES 
This is a dispute between tanna‘im — Kī xa: This 
version of the text is difficult, since it does not seem 
to relate to the subsequent point. Commentaries have 
emended the text in various ways (Maharsha; see Siah 
Yitzhak). 


Exempts one from the evening prayer - NX nwia 
maw Ow: Commentaries have raised the point that 
even if the evening prayer is optional, it still should not 
be neglected. Why should neʻila be used as an excuse 
to skip this service? One answer proposes that there is 
a mitzva to eat and drink after Yom Kippur, which is like 
a Festival. It is therefore legitimate to omit the evening 
prayer in order to begin preparations for the meal. 
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HALAKHA 


Immersion on Yom Kippur - 115377 OA Tya: An 

obligatory immersion is permitted on Yom Kippur if 
that is its proper time. Nowadays, however, the obli- 
gation to immerse in most cases is not considered to 

have a proper time, since sacrifices and purification 

rites are no longer performed. Furthermore, Ezra's 

decree, which mandates that one who had a seminal 

emission may not pray or study Torah until he has im- 
mersed, has been abolished. Consequently, nowadays 

one may not immerse on Yom Kippur (Shu/han Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 613:12). 


God's name is written on one’s flesh — by sina ow 
iwa: One who has God's name written on his skin 
may not wash, smear himself with oil, or stand in a 
filthy place. If he requires immersion, he should wrap 
a reed around the writing or cover it in some other 
way to ensure that the letters will not be exposed 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 6:6). 


NOTES 

Immersion for prayer - ayant aay: Ezra the Scribe 
decreed that one who had a seminal emission may 
not pray or study Torah until he has immersed. Com- 
mentaries debate the conditions of this decree and 
whether it applies to involuntary or intentional emis- 
sion. However, in the late tannaitic and early amoraic 
periods, this decree was abolished for various reasons. 
In modern times, many Jews do have the custom to 
immerse before prayer. Some people immersed for 
emissions even on Yom Kippur (see Meiri). 


Immersion at its proper time is a mitzva — Ty 
myn ayaa: There is a mitzva to immerse at the proper 
time, even when one is not completely purified by the 
immersion. For example, if one has emitted semen 
and has contracted another type of ritual impurity 
as well, or if for some reason he needs to immerse a 
second time, it is nevertheless a mitzva to immerse 
on time. 


God's name is written on one’s flesh — by ana ow 
iawa: According to Rashi, the reason one covers the 
writing is to prevent God's name from being erased 
during the immersion. Other commentaries explain 
that the reason one covers it is to avoid being naked 
in the presence of God's name. 
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because he must recite havdala in the blessing: Who graciously 
grants knowledge, and there is nowhere to insert this prayer in the 
abridged Amida. This indicates that these tanna’im maintained that 
ne‘ila does not exempt one from the evening prayer. The Gemara an- 
swers: It is a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: 
Anyone who requires immersion immerses in his usual manner on 
Yom Kippur, as this act does not violate the prohibition against 
washing." A menstruating woman and a new mother, who immerse 
at night, immerse in their usual manner on the night of Yom Kippur. 


The baraita continues: One who had a seminal emission during Yom 
Kippur before the afternoon prayer may immerse at any point in the 
day until the afternoon prayer, in order to be able to recite it." Ezra 
decreed that a man who has had a seminal emission must immerse in 
order to pray and study Torah. If the emission occurred after the af- 
ternoon prayer, he should not immerse then but should wait until 
darkness falls. Since the time for ne’ila is at night, this individual 
should wait and immerse after the fast has concluded, so as to avoid 
violation of the prohibition of washing on Yom Kippur, and then pray 
afterward. This indicates that ne’ila is a nighttime prayer, and therefore 
its recitation exempts one from the weekday evening prayer. Rabbi 
Yosei says: He may immerse at any point in the day. According to 
his opinion, the ne’ila prayer is recited while it is still daytime, and 
therefore the individual must immerse in the daytime in order to be 
able to recite it. Consequently, Rabbi Yosei holds that ne’‘ila does not 
exempt one from the evening prayer. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction with regard to this baraita from 
that which was taught: In the case of the zav, and the zava, the male 
and female leper, and one who had relations with a menstruating 
woman, and one who is ritually impure through contact with a 
corpse, if their time has come for purification, they immerse in their 
usual manner on Yom Kippur. A menstruating woman and a wom- 
an after childbirth immerse in their usual manner on the night of 
Yom Kippur. One who had a seminal emission immerses at any 
point in the day. Rabbi Yosei says: From the time of the afternoon 
prayer onward he is not able to immerse. This contradicts Rabbi 
Yosei’s statement in the previous baraita. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This statement, in which 
Rabbi Yosei says that one may not immerse during the day, is referring 
to a case where he had already prayed the ne’ila prayer before he 
noticed his seminal emission. That statement, in which Rabbi Yosei 
says that one may immerse during the day, is referring to a case where 
he had not yet prayed the ne’ila prayer when he noticed his seminal 
emission, and he therefore immerses in order to pray ne’ila. 


The Gemara asks: If he had already prayed ne’ila before he noticed 
his seminal emission, what is the reasoning of the Rabbis, who per- 
mit him to immerse on Yom Kippur? The immersion seems to have 
no purpose. The Gemara answers: The Rabbis hold that immersion 
at its proper time is a mitzva," even when one does not need to 
immerse to pray. Therefore, if the time for immersion falls on Yom 
Kippur, the individual should immerse as usual. 


The Gemara asks: By inference, Rabbi Yosei holds that immersion 
at its proper time is not a mitzva. But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: If 
God’s name is written in ink on one’s flesh," he may not wash and 
he may not smear it with oil lest he erase the name, and he may not 
stand in a filthy place out of respect for the name. If his time came 
for an immersion that is a mitzva, he must try to ensure that the name 
not be erased. He therefore wraps a reed around it and descends and 
immerses. Rabbi Yosei says: He descends and immerses in his 
usual manner and need not worry about erasing the name, provided 
he does not rub the place where the name is written. 
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And we maintain that they disagree as to whether or not immer- 
sion at its proper time is a mitzva. According to the Rabbis, im- 
mersion at its proper time is not a mitzva. Therefore, if the indi- 
vidual has no reed, he should wait even until the following day 
rather than immerse without it. However, Rabbi Yosei maintains 
that immersion at its proper time is a mitzva. Therefore, it must be 
done at its proper time, even if that requires immersion without 
covering God's name. 


The Gemara answers: This Rabbi Yosei mentioned in the baraita is 
actually Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, and this resolves the contradic- 
tion, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says: 
It is sufficient for the immersion to be at the end. According to 
one opinion, if a menstruating woman is uncertain on which day to 
immerse, she immerses multiple times to ensure that the required 
immersion is at its proper time. However, according to Rabbi Yosei 
bar Yehuda, it is sufficient for her to immerse once at a point when 
she is certainly pure. Consequently, according to his opinion, there 
is no mitzva to immerse at the proper time. 


The Sages taught: One who sees an emission of semen on Yom 
Kippur" descends and immerses. And in the evening, he should 
rub his skin to remove anything that might obstruct the immersion. 
The Gemara is surprised at this: Why should he do that in the eve- 
ning? What was, was. Since he has already immersed, how will 
removing interpositions afterward benefit the immersion? Rather, 
say that he should rub his skin from the evening before Yom Kip- 
pur to remove any obstructions, in case it becomes necessary to 
immerse on Yom Kippur. The Gemara comments: This Master 
holds that it is a mitzva to rub. 


§ Apropos the halakhot of immersion for one who has had a semi- 
nal emission on Yom Kippur, the Gemara relates: A tanna taught a 
baraita before Rav Nahman: With regard to one who sees an emis- 
sion of semen on Yom Kippur, his sins are forgiven. The Gemara 
asks: But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: His sins are arranged before 
him? The Gemara answers: What is the meaning of arranged? They 
are arranged to be forgiven. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: One who sees an emission 
of semen on Yom Kippur should worry the whole year" that per- 
haps he was given a sign that he and his fast were rejected. But if he 
survives the year, he can be assured that his good deeds protected 
him and ensured for him a share in the World-to-Come. Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Know that it is so, as the whole world 
is hungry due to refraining from conjugal relations, and he is sati- 
ated" since he emitted semen and his lust was subdued. Since the 
issue was involuntary and not intentional, it is a sign that he has 
merited divine compassion. When Rav Dimi came from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia he said: Seeing semen on Yom Kippur is a sign 
that one will live a long life, grow, and raise others." An allusion 


to that is the verse: “That he might see his seed and prolong his days” 


(Isaiah 53:10). 


HALAKHA 

One who sees an emission of semen on Yom Kippur - 
Da7 Da "IP AIT: Nowadays, one who sees an emis- 
sion of semen on Yom Kippur should wipe it off himself 
if it is wet. If it is dry or dirty on his skin, he should wash 
off only that part of his body. Such an individual may not 
immerse, even if his custom throughout the year is to im- 
merse before prayer (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 613:1). 


NOTES 


Should worry the whole year — aap mw by ap: Some 
commentaries add that the worry ‘itself is what atones for 
his sins (Mikhtam). 


Know...and he is satiated - yaw sim...ytn: The Mahar- 
sha writes that seminal emissions on Yom Kippur can serve 
both as negative and positive signs. If one does not survive 
the year, it shows that he was not permitted to complete 
his fast by refraining from lust completely. If one does live 
through the year, it means that God was helping him avoid 
suffering during his fast. 


One will live a long life, grow, and raise others —,»m w51 
93101 aD: Some commentaries write that Rashi and Tosafot 
disagreed as to whether the words “he might see his seed” 
are merely an allusion to what happened to this person, or 
whether these words are part of the blessing that he will 

merit seeing his children and children’s children (Josefet 
Yom HaKippurim). 
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This chapter discussed the Sages’ tradition that the mitzva to afflict oneself on Yom 
Kippur is expressed by refraining from five major types of physical benefit: Eating 
and drinking, washing, anointing with oil, wearing shoes, and engaging in conjugal 
relations. The most stringent of these is the prohibition against eating and drinking, 
which incurs the punishment of karet. Food itself is not forbidden on Yom Kippur; 
rather, it is prohibited to refrain from afflicting oneself. Consequently, the measure 
that determines liability is a date-bulk of food or a cheekful of drink, amounts which 
lessen the affliction to a certain degree. 


Notwithstanding the stringency of the prohibition and the holiness of the day, the 
principle that all mitzvot of the Torah are overridden in cases of illness or danger 
is applied even on Yom Kippur. The Torah was given “to live by” (Leviticus 18:5). 
Therefore, on Yom Kippur the mitzva of affliction, along with almost all the mitzvot, 
is superseded by any risk to life or health. The only exceptions to this principle are 
the three cardinal sins of idolatry, forbidden relations, and murder. 


The concern for saving life is so great that if there is any risk at all, whether in the 
opinion of the doctors or in the opinion of the sick person himself, the fast, the 
prohibitions involving affliction, and the sanctity of the day are overridden. 


The obligation to afflict oneself, like all mitzvot of the Torah, applies only to adults. 
The Torah considers children who have reached puberty, i.e., boys from the age of 
thirteen and girls from the age of twelve, to be adults in this regard. However, the 
Sages instructed that parents should begin to educate their children before they 
become obligated by Torah law. Children should be encouraged to fulfill whichever 
mitzvot they are able to, either entirely or in part, from the appropriate age. 


The Torah states that on Yom Kippur all sins committed before God are forgiven. This 
applies only to sins that are purely between man and God. Sins committed against other 
people, which are really twofold sins since they are also transgressions against God, 
cannot be atoned for without appeasing the one who has been wronged. Only after 
receiving forgiveness from the injured party can one hope for forgiveness from Heaven. 


Divine forgiveness does not exempt one from his obligations, such as bringing a 
sin-offering, or repaying moneys owed, and the obligations remain even after Yom 
Kippur. Furthermore, there are certain sins, such as public desecration of God’s 
name, that are so severe that even Yom Kippur does not fully atone for them. These 
sins remain with a person after Yom Kippur until he has undone the damage caused 
or until he dies. 


In addition, Yom Kippur atones only for those who abandon their sins and repent. 
For this reason the Sages established five prayer services on Yom Kippur, with the 
mitzva of confession in each service, to help one come to true repentance, and to 
merit through this atonement from sin and forgiveness of transgressions. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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X 


303... The second ring - ma% nyay 

A person whose sexual organs — DIYÄ INN) DID 
211.. .are concealed [tumtum] and a hermaphrodite 

144.. .Jug — map 


y 


386...Jaazaniah son of Shaphan — ,Bw 7a wate? 
67...Base of the altar — naran tip» 

g...Jordan River — KITY 

142... The moon on Yom Kippur — a s37 ova ny 
1... Yerakon —yipy. 


372. ..Koy - "3 

1... Thin reed — waa 

395...Kutaha — XIM 

49...Gateway of a dome — 793 

352... Flax — XID 

419...Mad dog — npiw abs 

419...Rabies in humans — pKa naga 

1...Perfumed bride — mbar 72 

7.. Earth vessels - mI% 13 

1... The sacred vessels in the Sanctuary -bpa wTipI 13 


As the amount of earth — Kion PENTRI 
212.. that the fox brings up 


84...Lyre — 1533 
Through a miracle the cherubs — ptaty Y7 Dla wma 
89...would stand 
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203...Strip [/ashon] of crimson — omy yw 
140...Spreading hides — niriy mpd 
Chambers in the Hall — tpi maa niov 

68.. .of the Hearth, tractate Tamid 


Chambers in the Hall - apinan maa nisw> 
69...of the Hearth, tractate Middot 


69...Chamber of the Nazirites — mman naw 


n 


One feeds him the lobe - ty tap ana inix pyar 
421...0f its liver 
338... Megillat Ta'anit — mya mbes 
217...Desert and Jerusalem units — nine nina nit 
15...Sprinkles upon him all seven days —nyaw dp voy pra 
417...East side of a fig tree — men bw anwa 
Water that one’s - jga hiy iaa baw oma 
149. . „entire body enters 
218... Types of gold — amt 2 
194...From Jerusalem to Jericho — iy pbyrng 
323...From Jerusalem to the cliff — pb nies 


7o...and looks toward the entrance of the Shaun 
3...Hands full of incense — nyivp yon xbn 
320...Mamzer — wan 
35...Appointed for twelve months — wtin wy pw) oa 
28...Omer meal-offering — vasyat nna 
1...Smoke-raising herb — wy nwa 
1.. Bloodletting — 0% pppa 
The Master — bxiaw TI PPI xP WPI PI VOIN N 

in tractate Middot envisions via the right, 

3.. .the Master in tractate Tamid envisions via the left 


47...Bathhouse of an individual - "1 ypya 
10...Priestly watch and patrilineal family - a% mm nyawa 


1... There was a rock in the Holy of Holies — ow nmg 12% 
77...A cluster of arugula leaves — 1373 by RX 
67...On top of the altar itself — mata mara 

252... The length of the Sanctuary -b9 bw iarix 
48...Portico — MIT% 

178...Alexandria — NTD 

166...Sorcerer — KONIN 

339...Antipatris — DDSDIN 

184...Balsam — iaD1De 

168... Skylight — 7aNN 

194...Cedars — DIN 

174...Boxwood -ywy 
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With his thumb - nyaba mvp iyasya nway bma 
234.. above; and with his little finger below 


415...Bulmos — binna 

47... Tannery — poVat ma 

47...Bathhouse - ypa ma 

326... The place designated for burning - 7a wh ma 


He stood in one place - xema Taiy my inipaa 
280...and sprinkled 

Frontplate, that the name of God - voy an2 owaw yy 
176...was written upon it 

When the sun rose — mala pxyy nisi nmi TANTO mwa 
177...Sparks of light would emanate from the chandelier 


a 
377...Coriander — 73 
32...Reed — 23 
263...Brimstone -mD 

7 


Similar to flax seed — piwna jaws yr mai 
377...0n their stalk 
397... Tankard [deli] -17 


The doors of the Sanctuary — ninna) bean ninr 
194...opened 


159...Sanctuary -b9 
409...Cooked ginger [himalta] — xab 
98... The altar and the ramp - waam nanan 


Was given to the house — mit vb ond reat 
394...0f the Nasi 


338...Mount Gerizim - D44 V7 
195. ..Hills of Mikhmar — 1232117 
342. .. The translator — paayan 


1 


23...And he girded them with belts — WaN apin viam) 


And to remove the ashes — niaan nyg poms 
345...from the lamps 


376...And dust shall be the serpent’s food — tony soy vn 


And the High Priest places — voy PT aio) 
318.. .both his hands upon it 


t 
88... Times of the crow of the rooster -bian DNTP ot 


n 
392...Warp and woof threads — 2X bimy nw pin 
77...Purslane — minbin 
1...Portion of Judah and Benjamin — pasa npm pon 
12...Silver trumpets — }2 NAI¥N 
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198...Sadducees — D»pit¥ 

53.. .Fork [tzinora] — w1i9¥ 

55... Tzippori — 5x 

409... The ginger plant and its flowers — ime aan may 


420... Tzefidna — KIPIY 


P 
130...Sanctified his hands — wp wap 
143...Monkey — i? 


141...Antlers of a hind -79y p 


` 


335...Head of the synagogue — NbID7 WNA 


The head of the bull was facing — swab ma oih wr 
170...to the south and its face was facing to the west 


168...Snow three cubits high — bw miax vow on 


v 


168...Guard of the study hall — wman ma wiw 
77...Cress — vor 

390. . Evil spirit named Shivta — ppw 

37.. Shiloh - g 


Eighty years that Yohanan — bina ma pn waww oing 
36...the High Priest served 


122... Two vessels of frankincense — mia Da w 
118... Twelve spigots — 11 Wy Dw 
394. ..Cork - oyw 


45... The Gate of Nicanor — 313p Ww 


n 


271...Terumot and tithes — niwyni nian 


205...Weights — mibpwn 
140... Rises like a staff — pas adiyy wana 


a 
84...Harp -ba 
280...Kidron River — rip dn 
338... Stiff felt — K133 XVII 
123...Poured the water onto his feet — von 103 by m 
184...Naphtha - 293 


279...Bast — 2p 
40...Sasmagor — W318 


y 
191... Azazel -bw 
The women's courtyard — ani mw ny 
69...and its chambers 
149...Ein Eitam — Dy py 
179...Akko — ‘ay 
356...Acacia wood — DPW x2 
88...Scorpion — 1399Y 
89...Smoke of the arrangement — Aswan wy 
Ten booths — pay wy dwg nisi wy 
322...from Jerusalem to the cliff 


5 
The meeting of - tupay% bitan pba mums 
339...the High Priest and Alexander 
165...From Pelusium and from India — panam pois 
392...Lecture [pirka] - KPYS 
321...Spindle -ə 
409. ..Pepper in Eretz Yisrael — byw yxa EYE) 
240...White mule - mab ats 
254...The curtains of the Sanctuary — wTipa nish 
They spread a sheet of — ova pad iva ya bw pp ape 
145...fine linen between him and the people 
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417...Cups [lagei] — Ey) 
a 


326...Large bowl [magis] — D33 
174...Machine [mukheni] — 2312 

41...Musya — KDN 

420...Matron [matronita] — xo 
105...Whip [matraka] - x11 

77...Small fish pickled in brine [muryas] - D» 
387...Mashhig — awa 


338. ..Felt [namta] — KYN) 
184...Naphtha [neft] - p52 

D 
329... Scarves [sudarin] — pmo 
41.. Silek — por 
41...Sakistan — NDP 


421...Serunkhi — 933190 


z) 


387. . Blows [pulsei] — bi 

36...Royal appointees [pursei] — 13 
380...Pasyoni — 3198 

68...Wooden stakes [pispasin] — posps 
387...Curtain [pargod] — “iaa 
7...Parhedrin — paaga 

254...Hooked [perufa] — nana 


x 


420... Tzefidna — KIVIS 


79...Kevutal -map 

381. ..Box [kufsa] - KDP 

380. ..Kivli — dap 

68...Small semi-open rooms [kitoniyyot] — niniwp 
179...Refined [kelonita] — spip 

419.. .Kelirus — pivop 

41...Kandiya — Xp 

46...Official [kasdor] — 111DP 


5 
290...Rabbi Afes - Dax "31 

w 
380... Sikhli — dow 

n 


413. ..Confusion [tunba] - Kann 


45.. .City gates [abbulei] — bay 
179.. .Avtinas — DYDAK 

51...Host [ushpizekhan] — java 
147... Then [izi] — 9% 

48...Portico [akhsadra] — TYTIN 
384.. Akhsigron — {DIK 

388... Taxes [akarga] — KIN 
112...Chips [alita] — xv 
283...Diagonal [alakhson] - tioa% 
436.. .A line of people [ambuha] — xmas 
168...Service [angarya] — NIN 


2n...Hermaphrodite [androginus] — Di» 


384...Anigron — IK 
150...Delicate [istenis] - Davos 
41...Akteisfon — jiapypx 
45...Fort [akra] — XP% 
46...Examiner [artavin] — paps 


al 
415...Bulmos — vindra 
391...Small boat [burni] — 3112 
47... Tannery [burseki] — ppva 
387...In the place of [baharikei] — mpna 
250.. .Property [bei gazza] — 13° 
41. ..Beit Unaiki — DN ma 
41.. Beit Teraiki pA ma 
115...Bracelet [bekholyar] — asiaa 
34...Balvatei — Wya 
115... Basilica [basileki] — "yoa 
137. ..Light [barkai] — xp 


87...Gevini - 993A 
41...Germamya — NDIA 


255...Gift [doron] — pnia 
76...Policeman [dayyala] — xb 
329...Platforms [dirkaot] — nixay4 


gi 


232...Officer [hegmon] — 11237 
321.. .Hidrokan — pint 
179...Hugras — DWT 


t 


409...Ginger [zangvila] — xbaut 


v 


175... Tablet [tavla] — sbav 
68...Central hall [teraklin] — ppw 
251.. Partition [teraksin] - popw 
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Rav Tahlifa, — pba va xt 177 max KDN 1 
27...father of Rav Huna bar Tahlifa 
320...Rabbi Eliezer — qw 27 
167...Rabbi Elazar ben Harsum — DIDI ja awhy 27 
274...Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Yosei — pi +393 why Pa] 
383...Rabbi Elazar HaModa'i — »y tia awhy 27 
239...Rabbi Hanina — xam 37 
Rabbi Hanina — Daai pp KIIN 937 
192...the Deputy of the priests 
277...Rabbi Yoshiya — mN 137 
277...Rabbi Yonatan — ja 37 
292...Rabbi Ya'akov — 3p% 927 
105...Rabbi Tzadok — pity 27 
86...Rabbi Sheila — «ow 21 
62...Rabbi Shimon Ish HaMitzpa — nayan wy piynw ay 


w 


X 
157. .. Abba Shaul -hxw xIx 
395. ..My mother told me - ON % TN 


a 


174...Ben Gamla — smi a 


m 
177. . Queen Helene and King Munbaz — 123921 abn 


n 


308. ..Hanan the Egyptian — want jan 


v 
437... Tavi — v0 


$ 


55.. .Yosef ben Elem — pbx 132p 
254... Yosef the Babylonian — aan api 


5 


192...Shimon Halzaddik — pisn piyaw 


no...Levi =n 
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